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ABSTRACT  
This study explored the issue of mentoring and its problems in aiding in the induction of new 
teachers into various school systems.  Such a study is justified because teacher shortages remain 
a real threat in many areas of this country.  The research sought to demonstrate that a mentor 
program without clear guidelines and accountability may actually damage new teachers.  Some 
of the goals of a mentoring program were considered:  the suitability and selection of mentors, 
the training of mentors, and program evaluation.  A review of the literature included such topics 
as the high cost of attrition, the needs of new teachers, effective and practical mentoring 
methods, mentoring disasters, technology and creative ways to mentor, benefits to veteran 
teachers from mentoring, and the role of leadership in mentoring.  A quantitative study of school 
districts with either very high or low teacher attrition rates sought to reveal what adjustments are 
necessary for greater teacher retention.  A twenty-question survey that measured the perceptions 
and attitudes of administrators from these districts endeavored to answer some key questions 
such as why some mentoring programs fail, what mentors are actually doing, and how 
administrators could strengthen their programs. 
Keywords:  Retention, Mentoring Programs, Leadership, Attrition, Teacher Induction  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Background 
With so many new teachers leaving the profession after a short period of time, the 
need for teacher retention programs is evident.  Nationally, about 12 percent of new 
teachers fail to complete the first year of teaching.  Fifty-one percent leave the profession 
within five years; more than 60 percent leave within seven years (National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2004).  These figures are higher in rural and inner-city areas where 
teaching is much more difficult and less supported (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2004).  As a response to these shocking numbers, many states have mandatory 
mentoring programs.  For over a decade, schools have witnessed widespread mentoring 
initiatives.  Thirty states were reported to have mandated mentoring programs because of 
the very real problem of teacher attrition rates (Feiman-Nemser, 1996).  With nearly half 
of all new teachers leaving the profession in the first five years, many more school 
districts are now requiring programs for mentoring.  However, having a mentoring 
program has not been a panacea, for alarming rates of teacher attrition still persist.  These 
teacher attrition statistics clearly reflect a failure to meet the needs of novice teachers.  
Research may reveal why.  
Mentoring of new teachers has taken on added importance and consequences due 
to the disquieting rate of new teacher turnover.  Although mentoring has been successful 
in aiding in the induction of some new teachers into various school systems, teacher 
shortages still remain a real threat in many areas of this country.   Having a mentoring 
program is not enough; a mentoring program without clear guidelines and accountability 
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may actually damage new teachers and hasten their departure.  Ingersoll and Kralik 
(2004) found that those teachers who expressed dissatisfaction with their mentoring 
programs were more likely to leave teaching, and those systems whose mentoring 
programs were judged effective had a significant impact on teacher retention.  Therefore, 
the goals of a program, the suitability and training of mentors, and program evaluation 
are all key deliberations of any mentoring program.  These considerations must be the 
focus of school administrations and must be pro-actively monitored by those in 
leadership positions. 
 Ideally, mentoring will help novice teachers or those newly inducted into an 
unfamiliar school system to make a smooth transition from student to teacher, from 
newcomer to comrade, and from new recruit to veteran.  In order to accomplish this goal, 
school administrators and mentor teachers need to know how to prepare for mentoring, 
how to help the new teachers develop their own classroom management style, how to 
encourage reflection, and how to provide for professional development.  In one case 
study (Carver & Katz, 2004), analysis showed that mentoring teachers did not ask the 
right questions, model correct instructional practices, or demand self-assessment when 
the students of new teachers were failing in large numbers.  This study highlighted the 
necessity of mentor training to meet academic goals.  Mentors should question their 
protégés’ perspectives and assumptions while advocating adherence to academic 
standards.  In other words, mentors should be change agents, transforming weak teaching 
to strong (Carver & Katz, 2004).  A mentoring program will have only partial success 
without mentor training, guidance derived from goals, and a vision of what a school 
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could be like.  The responsibility of mentoring success rests with those in school 
leadership positions who must facilitate all future mentor programs. 
 Once innovative, mentoring now has become typical in most public schools.  
Smith and Ingersoll (2004) have established that as many as 80% of novice teachers 
confirmed their participation in induction initiatives, up 40% since the last decade.  Some 
school districts have claimed spectacular results, but others have seen little impact on 
attrition rates.  Sawchuk (2008) cited two national reports that showed little progress in 
teacher retention by intensive induction programs.  Although more time may be needed to 
form a clearer picture, induction programs in general and mentoring in particular are 
producing uneven results.  Research into administrative support could reveal why 
mentoring succeeds in some school districts and falls short elsewhere. 
  What mentors actually do is often an open question.  Great variety exists in 
program duration, design, and assessment.  Research should concentrate on policies and 
practices in several critical areas, such as the selection of mentors and release time for 
mentoring.  In addition, school administrations must address the debate between 
assistance and assessment in mentoring.  Aided by research, policymakers and 
administrators could focus on constructive methods and goals for mentoring programs 
instead of continuing ill-conceived attempts to halt teacher turn-over.  They could focus 
on significant issues such as technology innovation, reflective learning by teachers, 
professional development, and program evaluation.  
Problem Statement 
 Will leadership have an impact on mentoring initiatives by proactively supporting 
and guiding both mentor and mentee?  Research could reveal that high teacher attrition 
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rates are the result of haphazard mentor training, insufficient program feedback, and 
weak or nonexistent program accountability.  
Purpose of Study 
 A comparison of school leaders’ attitudes towards mentoring and their monitoring 
of induction programs would contribute to an understanding of why some mentoring 
programs succeed in teacher retention where others do not. This contribution to the 
general body of knowledge may improve accountability and inform educational 
initiatives, resulting in financial savings, increased teacher retention, and higher academic 
performance and achievement.   
Research Null Hypothesis 
 The null hypothesis would be that leadership attitudes and initiatives towards 
mentoring do not significantly influence teacher retention. The null hypothesis would be 
rejected if the study’s results support the hypothesis that leadership attitudes and 
initiatives can positivity influence mentors and impact mentoring programs.  The 
independent variable of the study will be leadership; the dependent variable will be rate 
of teacter attrition.  The operational definition of leadership is the guidance and support 
to accomplish a common goal.  The goal is this case is the retention of new teachers.   
Research Questions 
1.  Does support from school leaders for mentoring programs help the programs to 
succeed in their goal of teacher retention? 
Null hypothesis as related to Research Question One:  There is no measurable 
evidence that support for mentoring programs from school leaders will result in 
greater teacher retention. 
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2. Do school leaders in high teacher retention districts demonstrate greater support 
for mentoring programs?  
Null hypothesis as related to Research Question Two:  There is no measurable 
evidence that school leaders in high retention districts demonstrate greater 
support for mentoring programs. 
3. Do school leaders in low teacher retention districts demonstrate less support for 
mentoring programs? 
Null hypothesis as related to Research Question Three:  There is no measurable 
evidence that school leader in low retention districts demonstrate less support for 
mentoring programs. 
Definitions 
Leadership – the support and guidance needed to help others to accomplish a common 
goal 
Mentees – teachers receiving aid or support from a veteran teacher 
Mentoring programs – may include school-wide induction programs, informal 
assignment of a single mentoring teacher, or a mentoring team 
Mentors – teachers assigned the responsibility of assisting and guiding novice teachers or 
new-to-the-school teachers 
Novice teachers – teachers in their first or second year of experience in teaching 
School leaders – principals and assistant principals 
Veteran teachers – teachers who have at least three years of experience and are 
considered to be highly qualified to teach 
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Limitation of Study 
 An inquiry based on surveys into administrative school leaders’ differences in 
preparation, background, perceptions, and attitudes concerning mentoring should reveal 
why some mentoring programs are more successful than others in selected Virginia 
school districts.  While the juxtaposition between teacher turn-over rates and failure to 
meet yearly progress goals is highly suggestive of a connection or significance, only a 
thorough study of the demographics of each and every school district and a break-down 
of the  various reasons for resignations could yield sufficient data to establish a causal 
link.  Since several researchers have already successfully demonstrated this association 
between student achievement and teacher retention, and since the No Child Left Behind 
Act (2001) declares that highly qualified teachers are necessary for student achievement, 
this researcher will not pursue that vein of inquiry in greater depth.  
Summary 
Although mentoring has been successful in aiding in the induction of some new 
teachers into various school systems, teacher shortages remain a real threat in many areas 
of this country.  A mentor program without clear guidelines and accountability may 
actually damage new teachers.  An inquiry based on surveys into administrative school 
leaders’ differences in preparation, background, perceptions, and attitudes concerning 
mentoring should reveal why some mentoring programs are more successful than others 
in selected Virginia school districts.   
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CHAPTER TWO: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 The overarching question to be addressed in a review of the literature is what 
mentors are actually doing and how are they directed.    One can systematically approach 
these research issues by organizing a review of new teacher mentoring literature into 
seven different yet concurring topics: cost of attrition, meeting the needs of new teachers, 
effective mentoring programs, conflicts in mentoring, creative mentoring through 
technology, benefits of mentoring for mentors, and role of leadership in mentoring.  
These issues not only strive to respond to what mentors should be doing, but also seek to 
answer the why and the how.  
  At least 75 articles were reviewed from the Education Resources Information 
Center (Eric) and Gale Expanded ASAP databanks using the search parameters of mentor 
training, induction, teacher retention, administrative support for mentoring programs, and 
mentoring and technology with only peer-reviewed articles considered.  Several other 
articles from other databases, including a dissertation, were studied in depth due to their 
timeliness and appropriateness and were then utilized as support for the problem 
statement and the discussion.     
Review of the Literature 
Cost of Attrition   
Beyond the waste of time, energy, and emotional investment that departing 
teachers experience in their flight from teaching, the cost to school systems and the 
students within those systems is staggering.  The average cost of recruiting and training a 
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new teacher is in the thousands of dollars.  One study that compared two very different 
demographic areas found the cost of turnover ranged from $4,366 to $17,872 per teacher 
(Brooks-Young, 2007).  If policy makers multiply the cost of hiring one new teacher by 
the amount hired nationwide, the end result is in the billions of dollars.  One 2005 report 
from the Alliance for Excellent Education estimated the cost at 4.9 billion, but officials at 
the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF) put the figure as 
closer to 7.3 billion (Honawar, 2007).  According to Thomas G. Carroll, director for 
NCTAF, the perception that teachers are expendable was still prevalent (quoted in Blair, 
2003).  The biggest loss may be with the nation’s school students.  With the premature 
departure of many talented and promising teachers, the students are deprived of having 
highly qualified teachers.  Brook-Young (2007) asserted that there exists a negative 
impact on student achievement when nearly half the nation’s newly hired teachers depart 
within the first three years.  A revolving door of new teaching recruits does not produce 
the level of excellence mandated by the legislation created by the 2001 No Child Left 
Behind Act (NCLB).  Promoting the mentoring of new teachers could have unexpected 
benefit: improvement of the education of the student population.  Perry, Phillips, and 
Hutchinson (2006) described workshops where novice teachers first wrote about their 
thoughts, aired their thoughts, then discussed them with a focus-group, planned in pairs 
or small groups, and reported out at the end.  This same technique used in the classroom 
promotes cooperative learning.  Therefore, mentoring new teachers can assist school 
systems in meeting their ultimate goal:  the education of this country’s young minds.  
Another erroneous perception is that teachers quit over salary and that if schools could 
pay them enough, they wouldn’t leave in droves.  This thinking relieves policymakers of 
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self-examination since most school districts can’t afford salary incentives.  While higher 
salaries are important, teachers say they would stay if they had meaningful support from 
induction programs, and they cite poor working conditions as a major reason for 
departing (Blair, 2003).  The question why schools need successful mentoring programs 
is answered in part by these facts concerning the actual cost of teacher attrition to the 
public wallet and pupil productivity.  
Meeting the Needs of New Teachers 
Meeting the needs of new teachers is an important area in the literature of mentor 
training in education.  What do new teachers or mentees need from the mentoring 
experience?  Besides learning where the supplies are kept or how to call in sick, these 
new recruits need feedback and a sharing of ideas from veteran teachers.  They need 
support and guidance, but they also need to find their own style that best fits their 
personality.  Cherian (2007) studied student teachers by using interviews, focus groups, 
and observations to find out how they felt about being mentored.  Most reported how 
important it was that a mentor be open and caring.  Others did not know what to expect in 
the conceptual role of mentoring, but they later realized that they wanted connections 
between the assignments and the philosophy behind the message, in other words, the 
why.  In order to counteract the frustration that a new and often idealist teacher may have, 
a mentor needs to be very flexible and supportive in order to give some balance to the 
situation.  A recent article in Invention in School & Clinic entitled, “Create Effective 
Mentoring Relationships: Strategies for Mentor and Mentee Success,” revealed that 
effective mentors shared their professional knowledge and vision, found ways to 
communicate, listened with empathy, considered how they themselves would want to be 
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treated, created a network of support for the mentee, and engaged in collaborative 
problem-solving. Best of all, this article revealed that effective mentors strove to create a 
balance, supporting, yet empowering the mentees to make good decisions (Lee, 
Theoharis, Fitzpatrick, Kim, Liss, Nix-Williams, Griswold, & Walther-Thomas, 2006).  
In other words, novice teachers need support while they take their first steps towards self-
efficacy.  
The newly hired teacher needs to be treated as a professional and valued as such. 
The methods and management style of the mentor may not work the same for the mentee, 
so acceptance of differences is desirable.  The mentee will make mistakes or need to hone 
skills, but as long as the mentee has intelligence, character, and subject knowledge, this 
person can develop into a strong educator, provided he or she has the proper mentoring.  
According to one educator/writer (Pue, 2005), the right person can be trained.  He quoted 
Barry Hawes who said, “One should hire for character because skills can be taught” 
(quoted in Pue, 2005, p. 153).  One important point raised in a recent book entitled 
Mentoring Beginning Teacher: Guiding, Reflecting, and Coaching (Boreen, Johnson, 
Niday, & Potts, 2000) was the need for a structure for mentoring meetings.  Even if time 
is limited, the mentee can prepare questions ahead of time and keep a reflection journal as 
a basis of discussion.  Email and phone calls can provide contact and communication 
also.  Mentoring is best performed as questioning, allowing the mentee the flexibility and 
creativity to find solutions to problems (Boreen, et al., 2000).  However, it is seldom 
enough to just say, “How’s it going?” 
The foundation of a mentor and mentee relationship must be trust and 
collaboration.  It is not an easy proposition to expose one’s thinking to another’s scrutiny.  
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Moreover, sharing of teaching philosophies should be a two-way street.  The mentee 
needs the mentor to share his or her perspectives and insights (Lee, et al., 2006).  An 
ideal way for the mentoring relationship to flourish is for the pair to engage in joint 
planning (Cherian, 2007) and mutual observation with follow-up dialogue.  Without 
guidelines, mentoring pairs may not meet frequently.  Without suggestions and directives 
on the purpose of mentoring, superficial attention may be given to program.  Without 
release time or joint planning time, mentors and mentees may seldom even see each 
other.   
Follow-up after a mentoring experience can help shape future programs and refine 
methods.  Many school districts found they needed various levels of support in teacher 
induction and higher quality assistance (Youngs, 2007).  Program follow-up based on 
interviews led to insights into mentoring programs (Lindgren, 2005; Schweitzer, 1993).  
Results from studies found significant differences between those who received mentoring 
and those who did not (Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002; Mills, Moore, & Keane, 2001).  
Some new teachers identified what strategies were the most beneficial to them such as 
collaboration (Jian & Paine, 2001) and feedback (Johnson, 2001).  New teachers also 
expressed the need to quickly establish themselves as teaching professionals (Halford, 
1998).  Because only one out of five teachers felt well-prepared for teaching, in-depth 
supervision was found to be desirable (Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002).  Follow-up 
investigations showed that novices needed mentor teachers to offer constructive 
suggestions (Jordon, Phillips, & Brown, 2004) and enjoyed greater efficacy when they 
had support from and rapport with mentor teachers than they would have obtained from 
just teaching experiences alone (Aydin & Hoy, 2005).   When mentors understand the 
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needs of novice teachers, they can better answer the question of what mentors should be 
doing.    
Effective Mentoring Programs  
As a review of the literature attests, several school districts have pursued various 
mentoring initiatives with success rates ranging from modest to stellar.  With the 
combined resources of school- university partnerships, Mankato State University of 
Minnesota helped transform mentor teachers into teacher leaders (Banschbach & Prenn, 
1993).  The New York City Retired Teachers-as-Mentors Program demonstrated a slight 
improvement in teacher retention in those teachers who were mentored over those who 
were not, but as the article pointed out, both groups, mentored and non-mentored, 
enjoyed a significant pay raise during the period of the study (Ingersoll & Kralik, 2004).  
Another two programs reviewed by Ingersoll and Kralik were the California Mentor 
Teacher Induction Project (MTIP) and the Toronto Teacher Peer Support Program.  
California’s MTIP consisted of two phases: a seven-week program for pre-service 
teachers, followed by year-long mentoring by master teachers.  The program’s impact on 
retention was measured to be marginally significant statistically.  Toronto’s program 
intended weekly meeting for participants and five release days during the school year, but 
when questioned, not all the participants continued meeting or had used all of the release 
days.  Fortunately, positive results of this program were reported, for more mentored 
teachers planned to remain in teaching than those who were not mentored.  The most 
impressive study reviewed by Ingersoll and Kralik was the Texas Beginning Educator 
Support System.  Texas designed a program that included more than just a mentor 
teacher; the program also offered aid from district support-teams, an education service 
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center, and faculty from teaching preparation programs.  This program, which is called 
TxBESS, supports the beginning teacher through his or her first three years of teaching.  
As a result of this program’s dramatically improved teacher retention, TxBESS serves as 
a well-known model for other school districts (Ingersoll & Kralik, 2004).    
Even subtle program design changes can reap notable improvements.  A case 
study by Ryan and Hornbeck (2004) noted the activities of a mentor/master teacher as she 
worked with pre-school teachers on an instruction initiative called the High/Scope Wheel 
of Learning.  The study gathered information mainly from a log or diary based on 
interactions with classroom teachers.  Workshops, observations, meetings, modeling, and 
rapport building were the bulk of the mentor’s daily actions.  The mentor played the role 
of advisor rather than an enforcer and focused on one area of change at a time.  Slight 
changes in participants’ interactions can transform lack-luster encounters into solid 
rapport.  Advocating program changes, Carver and Katz (2004) presented ways to 
strengthen the mentoring relationship.  Ten standards were suggested for what both the 
mentor and the mentee should be doing.  For example, each person in a mentoring 
relationship should share his or her professional philosophy with each other.  Another 
activity both should do would be to expand their networks of support.  Perhaps the most 
useful advice would be to engage in collaboration in problem solving (Lee, et al., 2006).  
The mentor asked the mentee to brainstorm with him or her.  The mentee shared 
knowledge and insights that may shed light on a stubborn problem.  The mentor kept an 
open mind, not forcing a personal choice as the solution.  All of these programs could 
influence the standards of all mentoring efforts.  In addition, schools can benefit from 
industry’s use of mentoring programs and the use of e-mentoring systems.  Over five 
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thousand employees of Rockwell Collins listed the following as mentoring benefits that 
contributed to the success of their business: encouragement, motivation, understanding of 
a different point of view, knowledge, and skills (Francis, 2009). 
School districts and administrative leaders can shape mentoring programs through 
direction, training, and oversight.  A new recruit to teaching need not fail if the entire 
school is committed to his or her success and can address the needs of inexperienced 
teachers.   Andrews and Quinn (2005) performed an ANOVA with the responses to 20 
questions concerning the mentoring experiences of 188 new teachers.  There was a 
significant difference in satisfaction levels in rating mentoring activities.  Most mentees 
felt they did receive help with policy and procedures and even with classroom 
management but less help with instructional issues.  Many wanted more shared planning 
time and observational feedback.  In any school situation, new teachers and even new-to-
the-school teachers needed a contact person for advice and assistance.  Yet many 
institutions have little to no release time for observation of model teaching practices or 
for feedback (Andrews & Quinn, 2005).  In addition to coping with inexperience, 
administrators may find some new teachers may be deficient.  Carver and Katz (2004) 
dealt with the problem of what a mentor teacher should do if the new teacher is not well 
qualified.  With looming teacher shortages, the reality of underprepared teachers will 
increase as schools scramble to staff classrooms.  These ill-prepared teachers can 
succeed, but they need help.  Too many induction programs are short-lived or are based 
on making the new teachers comfortable, rather than on instructional support.  Well-
designed programs, professional development, and leadership accountability can remedy 
these circumstances.  Reviewing other mentor programs for understanding about what is 
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effective and what is not will aid mentors and educational leaders in designing their own 
programs.  They need to know not only what to do, but also how to do it.  
Conflicts in Mentoring   
Mentor teachers are a critical part of the mentoring initiative.  A review of 
literature yielded several articles concerning the role of mentors.  From these articles, it is 
apparent that the confusion over training and about what role the mentors should play 
could be the weakest link in all mentoring programs.  Many mentors don’t understand 
their role; they are critical when they should be supportive.  Moreover, evaluation should 
not be a part of the mentoring experience; formal evaluation or gate-keeping should be 
performed by the administration.  “According to conventional wisdom, mentors should 
assist not assess on the grounds that novices are more likely to share problems and ask for 
help if mentors do not evaluate them” (Feiman-Nemser, 1996, para.10).  P. Smith, 
writing for Education Review, noted the gatekeeper function that some mentors play 
(2001).  Debates over assistance versus assessment rage and must somehow be resolved 
(Jones, 2001; Stedman & Stroot, 1998; Weasmer & Woods, 1997).  Selection of mentors, 
types of mentors, mentoring functions, and mentoring paradigms were also hotly debated 
(Futrell, 1988; McNally & Martin, 1998; Zimpher & Rieger, 1988).  Investigations into 
mentor teachers’ perceptions of their roles can lead to improvement and the establishment 
of a set of behaviors (DiGeronimo, 1993; Rao, 1998).  Proper leadership can shape 
mentors’ roles to be both professional and supportive by employing patience and respect 
(Sienty, 1997).  
 Not every teacher is fit to be a mentor by virtue of being an experienced teacher.  
Ryan and Hornbeck, writing in the Journal of Research in Childhood Education (2004), 
16 
affirmed, “Mentors need specialized training to make the shift from child to adult 
education” (Discussion, para. 2).  Some individuals are by disposition highly competitive 
and would engage in showing up the novice.  Others would have issues with working 
with a member of the opposite sex.  Still others would treat their colleagues as a 
subordinate and act condescendingly towards them (Ryan & Hornbeck, 2004).  
Interviews revealed an undercurrent of intimidation where novice teachers are taught to 
conform (Cherian, 2007).  In contrast, a few mentors may go too far in being nice, 
rubberstamping anything the newcomer does under the guise of being supportive (Carver 
& Katz, 2004).  Furthermore, even well-meaning mentors may not understand their role 
and believe that they are supposed to be evaluating or critiquing their mentees. 
Unfortunately, some mentors criticize, challenge, and compete with their charges 
instead of nurturing them.  When events such as these ones occur, there is little wonder 
that mentor programs fail, and attrition rates remain high.  The mentoring relationship 
should not be a judgmental or adversary one.  Cherian (2007) described some ineffective 
mentors in a study as those who did nothing to balance the asymmetrical role relationship 
but rather created “an ethos of subservience” (Constraining Aspects, para. 4).  Evaluation 
should be kept separate from mentoring and performed by the administration.  When a 
mentor does dual duty, supporting and evaluating, the mentee could lose out.  The novice 
teacher may feel that he or she has no one to trust or to confide in. 
Lessons can be learned from problematic mentoring experiences and when 
conflict has developed.  Various articles from a review of the literature pinpointed several 
areas of contention.  The tension between the old and new can also exist in the mentoring 
situation (Phelan, Sawa, Barlow, Hurlock, Irvine, Rogers, & Myrick, 2006).  A mentor 
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teacher may blame the new teacher when the mentoring does not produce the desired 
result and when the new recruit struggles or fails (Siebert, Clark, Kilbridge, & Peterson, 
2006).  Mentors may disclose concerns after training new teachers instead of questioning 
reasons for practices earlier (Timperley, 2001).  The practice of imposing hierarchical 
roles instead of partnerships can cause stress also (Saunders & Pettinger, 1995).  Instead 
of treating new teachers as their protégés, some mentor teachers play the critic, attacking 
instead of asking why practices were chosen (Gratch, 1998).  Some schools hurt the 
mentoring initiative by providing no training for mentors, resulting in mentors who feel 
they can’t give what the novice teachers need (Gagen & Bowie, 2005).  Some new 
teachers felt a certain amount of contradiction in mentoring, for they were rewarded when 
they restricted their viewpoints, resulting in a survivor’s mentality (Martinez, 2004).  
Others observed problems with power in the mentoring arena (Fairbanks, Freedman, & 
Kahn, 2000).  Indeed, a patriarchal instead of collegial or collaborative relationship can 
be very destructive and damaging to the novice teacher (Weasmer & Woods, 2003).  This 
review of articles concerning negative mentoring experiences underscores the need for 
effective leadership in directing mentoring programs so that all involved will know what 
is expected of them.  Accountability must be built into these programs.  
Creative Mentoring through Technology   
Lack of communication and time, increased distances, and inadequate supervision 
and feedback are just some of the problems that creative and effective methods could 
rectify.  Technology could remedy many of these problems as revealed in a review of the 
literature on technology in education.  Progressive educators are going beyond the 
traditional one-on-one, face-to-face form of mentoring that has been traditionally 
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sponsored.  As a result, the benefits in greater teacher retention, reduced cost to school 
systems, and professional development aimed at highly qualified teachers are being 
realized.  
A departure from the one-on-one form of mentoring has helped by-pass some of 
the defects that are typical of a more traditional method.  Different patterns of mentoring 
appointments have been tried by establishing partnership placements versus single 
placements (Bullough, Young, Erickson, Birrell, Clark, Egan, Smith, 2002).  A teaching 
center can provide additional support to new teachers who need more feedback and 
guidance than one mentor may have time for (Jones, 1993).  Use of peer-group 
workshops can provide support and feedback (Lazovsky & Reichenberg, 2006).  Well-
structured mentoring programs and training sessions will also maximize communication 
(Jones & Pauley, 2003).  Other constructive ideas to improve mentoring would be links to 
the community and establishing mentoring teams (Blair-Larsen, 1998).  Additional 
innovations include videotaping (Whitehead & Fitzgerald, 2006).  Mentoring need not be 
face-to-face.  In fact, in rural areas, mentoring from a colleague in the same subject area 
or grade level has long been a challenge for traditional mentoring methods.  McClure and 
Reeves (2004) affirm that “it [technology] can be used to bridge the isolation gap in rural 
areas by providing support, information, and resources to educators” (p.12).   
Telementoring can reduce feelings of isolation (Eisenman & Thornton, 1999), and 
chat rooms can help new teachers when mentor teachers can’t be available 
(Faust, Cothran,  McCaughtry, Kulinna , Martin, & Smigell, 2007).  Kariuki, Franklin, 
and Duran (2001) explored how technology partnerships can transform traditional 
instruction.  In fact, technology integration combined with training and mentorship can 
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improve teacher retention (Nelson & Thomeczek, 2006).  When release time or joint 
planning is not feasible, creative ways exist for communication such as email.  Boreen, 
Johnson, Niday, & Potts (2000) endorsed use of reflective journaling which can serve as 
constructive communication between mentors and novices and among peers.  Along with 
the popularity of distance learning, e-mentoring may provide the life support that new 
teachers need for survival; however, for e-mentoring to be viable, it must be partnered 
with strong leadership that endorses a culture of support and innovation (Anthony & 
Kritsonis, 2006). E-mentoring has found a receptive audience not only in education but 
also in industry.  Rockwell Collins, a global company, has had great success in building a 
mentoring culture which continues beyond new employee training as an avenue for 
shared knowledge, skills, and support (Francis, 2009).  In an article entitled “No Teacher 
Left Behind,” Pittinsky (2005) noted the various programs some states are implementing 
that encourage professional development and build a professional community via the 
Internet such as Kansas’ Virtual Greenbush.  School district-endorsed e-mentoring and 
peer networking could reduce teacher attrition by lessening the lack of support and 
isolation that new teachers often feel.  By being informed of innovations in technology 
and applying this knowledge to mentoring pitfalls, educators can gain the latest know-
how in the challenge of mentoring in diverse situations.  
Benefits of Mentoring for Mentors   
A review of the literature revealed another potential benefit of mentoring when 
considering professional development and educational reform.  When teachers, both new 
recruits and veterans, reflect upon their learning experiences, improvement may follow 
and leadership roles strengthen (Banschbach & Prenn, 1993; Blair-Larsen, 1998; 
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Shulman, 2004).    Because mentoring should be more than survival skills, social and 
cultural benefits occur when one makes sense of one’s work (Mitchell, 1998).  When 
examining how mentoring can be improved, pedagogy served to organize mentor 
programs and provided a conceptual framework and personal constructs (Cunningham, 
2007; Mawoyo & Robinson, 2005; Packard, 2003; Reid & Jones, 1997).  The practice of 
reflecting upon one’s learning can continue with one’s students and is a sound teaching 
practice (Walker & Dimmock, 2006).  Furthermore, reflective dialogue is a building 
block to professional knowledge (Jones, Reid, & Bevins, 1997; Whitehead & Fitzgerald, 
2006).  When educators discovered that a mentoring program had no underpinning of 
participatory training, a well-structured concept for mentoring emerged, resulting in 
improved teaching standards (Edwards & Protheroe, 2001).  When mentors and mentees 
engage in formative discussion and examine the learning process, professional 
development is the end product (Butterfield & Williams, 1999; Furlong, 2000).  
Mentoring is now seen an excellent form of in-service professional development in many 
school systems (Moon, 1994), and the synergy that evolves from the mentoring 
experience can be enriching to all concerned.  One can improve the quality of education 
by improving the skills of all teachers, novice and veteran alike, (Ensign, 1998).  Mentors 
who had positive mentoring experiences as protégés often are motivated to be mentors in 
order to give back out of a sense of responsibility and gratitude (Bower & Hums, 2009); 
hence, successful mentoring programs can produced a longevity wherein future mentors 
see the potential for leadership development.  
The mentor can benefit from the mentoring relationship just as much as the 
mentee.   Zeek, Foote, and Walker (2001) uncovered unlooked-for benefits that 
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mentoring teachers may reap in working with novices.  First, their influence in mentoring 
can help to improve the teaching profession.  In addition, mentoring can contribute to 
mentors’ own professional development.  In responding, sharing, and reflecting upon 
their own teaching, mentors can strengthen their own skills and renew their commitment 
to excellence in teaching.  When lead teachers tell, share, and identify pivotal elements of 
their own experiences, they are engaging in “transactional inquiry” (Zeek, Foote, & 
Walker, 2001).  This process makes visible the thinking processes.  Veteran teachers can 
profit from reflecting on their own teaching and may learn from the novice teacher new 
methods of instruction.  The sharing of ideas and values can help clarify the mentor 
teacher’s philosophy.  The teamwork and fresh ideas of the newcomer can also aid in the 
professional development of veteran teachers.  Zeek, Foote, and Walker’s work (2001) 
made it plain that mentoring is mutually beneficial to all involved.  It not only guides and 
supports the newcomer, but also refreshes the experienced teacher.  Therefore, schools 
have an even bigger incentive to establish mentoring programs and to wholeheartedly 
support them.   
As educators Zeek, Foote, and Walker (2001) verified from their work with 
mentor teachers, mentors can be agents of change whose work with new teachers can 
improve the profession and can contribute to their own professional growth through the 
process of transactional inquiry.  While some standardization is desirable, mentor 
teachers can also be learners too, and by dialogue with new teachers, they can increase 
their capacities (Cherian, 2007).  When the goal of a mentoring program is innovation, 
reflective learning, and professional development, the concerns voiced by mentor 
teachers are diminished.  Without a school’s endorsement or vision of what mentoring 
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could mean for all involved, the task of mentoring could be viewed as drudgery, gate-
keeping, and adversarial.  If veteran teachers perceive mentoring activities as professional 
development, they would be more likely to welcome mentoring assignments.  
Role of Leadership in Mentoring   
A review of the literature demonstrates a growing awareness of the significance of 
leadership in mentoring program.  Schools may have a so-called mentor program but give 
only lip-service to its existence.  Programs may be a top-down initiative with no teacher 
dialogue; in other words, programs with no buy-in from the faculty are, in fact, an 
administrative directive.  In any initiative, educators should seek input from those 
affected by the change rather than coping with their reactions.  Eliciting teacher input 
would lessen resentment and provide information about obstacles and time constraints 
(Ryan & Hornbeck, 2004).  Without teacher ownership and input, policymakers may fail 
to give release time so that mentors and mentees can meet, observe, and plan together.  
One first-year teacher paid for a substitute out-of-pocket in order to have the chance to 
observe the mentor (Andrews & Quinn, 2005).  Too often, the duties of a mentor are 
added to the already heavy load of veteran teachers.  They are unable to provide the 
assistance that according to the study conducted by Andrews and Quinn (2005) was 
considered the most important:  support in curriculum and instruction.  Too often, mentor 
training programs are not stressing the importance of observations and conferences 
(Andrews and Quinn, 2005).  If mentoring programs have been showed statistically to 
reduce teacher turnover, then mentoring programs that address the needs of new teachers 
and provide release time for observation, conference, and planning would advance 
mentoring programs’ positive results.    
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Although the necessity of a mentoring program is widely accepted, often little 
regard is given to the suitability or preparation of assigned mentors.  Another flaw in the 
program design is the lack of time for observation and feedback. In addition, new 
teachers need to connect concepts with content.  They need to match theory with practice.  
The authors Giebelhaus and Bowman (2002) proposed a constructivism method of new 
teacher orientation. In this approach, new teachers reflect on their teaching and problem 
solving with their mentors rather than be dictated to.  Cooperating or mentoring teachers 
are more effective when they have been trained to mentor, using a framework of 
discussion and collaboration with mentees.  The results of such studies as done by 
Giebelhaus and Bowman (2002) added to the growing pressure for greater accountability 
for mentoring program and underscored the necessity for mentor training.    
Without accountability in mentoring programs, results will be mixed and 
sporadic.  Schools should provide guidelines, give release time, and encourage new 
teachers to choose their own mentors for a better fit.  Giebelhaus and Bowman (2002) 
documented what most educators agree upon concerning mentoring programs:  to prevent 
the flight of novice teachers from the profession.  Unfortunately, beyond this agreement 
concerning mentoring necessity, administrators vary widely in their tangible support of 
new teachers and their supervision of mentoring programs.  To have an effective 
mentoring program requires systematic assessment.  In order to facilitate this appraisal, 
school leaders should conduct periodic interviews with new teachers, review journals that 
record concerns and development of teaching practices, and solicit recommendations for 
induction improvements (Blair-Larsen, 1998).  Furthermore, mentoring administration is 
more than accountability; it is the creation of a professional culture where emphasis is 
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placed on pedagogy and staff development (Youngs, 2007b). Another term for 
accountability that encompasses acceptance and participation is the term transparency. 
Transparency in mentoring can particularly benefit an educational environment because 
learning is a social event and relational (Mullen, 2009).  Educators like Youngs verified 
how principals’ actions can shape new teachers’ experiences.   For mentoring programs 
to be successful, principals and assistant principals must model the mentoring process.  
Zachary and Fischler (2010) drew upon the wisdom of James Kouzes and Barry Posner’s 
book The Leadership Challenge as they explained that modeling the way is setting 
examples that align actions with values, and by sharing a vision, they presented a mental 
picture of what is possible to the mentors and mentees.  
 Not all studies place the blame of mentor program failures on the doorstep of 
educational leadership.  In a doctoral dissertation from Texas A&M University, the 
researcher inquired into the role of principals’ in mentoring program, focusing on the 
congruence of perception among mentoring teachers, new teachers, and principals 
(Larrison, 2006).  What is of interest to this researcher was the lack of disparity in 
responses among principals when questioned concerning their preparation, knowledge, 
and practices concerning mentoring new teachers.   Five campuses with higher retention 
were compared to five campuses with lower retention, and no significant differences 
were found in the compared principals’ perceptions, background, and experiences 
(Larrison, 2006).  
Summary 
Most school leaders and policymakers realize that well-trained mentors and 
properly monitored mentoring programs can reduce the flight of many promising teachers 
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from teaching.  However, they must take the initiative in setting a tone of collaboration 
and professional cooperation.  All participants in mentoring, the school in general and the 
students in particular, can benefit from an atmosphere of reflective dialogue and learning 
which is conducive to both academic and professional growth.  Educational leaders are 
responsible for mentors.  It is imperative for them to see that mentors understand their 
roles.  In order for programs to thrive, there must be release time, training, and funding.  
School leaders along with the communities must support new teachers in creative and 
innovative ways.  The literature on this subject supports the premise that teacher retention 
can be positively influenced by effective leadership in general and by supportive 
mentoring in particular. Overall, this literature review emphasizes that direction and 
guidance would make a tangible difference in the effectiveness of mentoring programs.   
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 
Introduction 
 This chapter will describe the methodology used to explore what distinctions may 
exist between educational leaders who differ in their district attrition rates.  Because 
mentoring program results vary greatly, the attitudes and perceptions of administrators 
may vary also. This section will describe the limitations of the study, the participants, 
their selection demographics, the justification for how the survey questions were 
determined, and how the information from the survey will be analyzed.  
Research Design 
 In order to design a study to gauge school principals’ and assistant principals’ 
influence on attrition rates by proactive involvement in school induction programs, 
several research questions were developed to guide the inquiry.  These questions are as 
follows:  
1. Does support from school leaders for mentoring programs help the programs to 
succeed in their goal of teacher retention? 
2. Do school leaders in high teacher retention districts demonstrate greater support 
for mentoring programs?  
3. Do school leaders in low teacher retention districts demonstrate less support for 
mentoring programs? 
This inquiry seeks to measure by means of a survey the attitudes and perspectives 
of educational leaders.  In order to detect any significant difference between those 
schools blessed by low teacher turn-over and those unfortunate schools which are losing 
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teachers at higher rates, school principals and assistant principals were asked a series of 
statements-type questions and their  answers compared.  The hypothesis is that principals 
can influence attrition rates by their commitment to and involvement in mentoring 
programs.  The null hypothesis would be that principals cannot influence attrition by 
commitment to and involvement in mentoring program. 
The independent variable will be the influence of leadership on mentoring 
outcomes; the dependent variable will be membership in either the high or low teacher 
attrition rate group. An ANOVA will be employed to adjust for the variation of 
participant numbers in each group and to explore any statistically significant differences 
through the use of inferential statistics. Employing descriptive statistics, the resulting data 
will be displayed in frequency tables in order to demonstrate the range of responses, 
noting where the two groups have the greatest differences.   
 A letter of introduction and request for participation was sent with a link to an 
electronic survey site called Survey Monkey to all 21 districts’ principals and assistant 
principals.   To increase participation, an email with a link to a web site where the 179 
participants could submit answers electronically was sent to all potential participants. 
These emails that were sent to 179 school leaders invited them to contribute to research 
concerning leadership and mentoring by answering a 20-question survey that utilizes a 
Likert scale. After several emailing, the replies from Group 1 were 42 and Group 2 were 
33 for a total of 75 respondents. The survey was made available to each group by a 
separate link to a web site managed by a company called Survey Monkey.  Results from 
the web site were available in Excel format and then converted to statistical analysis with 
the program known as Predictive Analytics Software (PASW).  It is specifically named 
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PASW Statistics 18 (Grad Pack).  Frequency tables were later constructed to note 
differences in responses to research statements.  
 The data was first analyzed by using an one-way ANOVA to compensate for the 
uneven numbers in Group 1 and Group 2.  That data would then  in theory yield 
information that could be used to draw inferences from concerning the impact of 
leadership on mentoring programs.   
  Two survey links concerning mentoring and induction programs were made 
available in June 2010 and then collocated during August 2010.   Although school 
districts are identified for purposes of selection, no particular school or individuals were 
identified in order to preserve privacy.  The information concerning school districts’ 
attrition rates and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) are readily available on Virginia’s 
Department of Education web site and are a matter of public record (Virginia Department 
of Education, 2009). 
Participants 
 Similar to a quasi-experiment, the participants in this study were not randomly 
selected.  The participants were selected based on the rate of teacher attritions in their 
school districts; both extremes were included: the highest and lowest rates of turn-over.  
The subjects of this research were selected from 25 public schools districts in the state of 
Virginia, all school principals and assistant principals. Elementary, middle, and high 
schools were all included.  Two groups were formed with membership determined by 
either high or low teacher retention rates. Information concerning teacher retention is 
readily available from Virginia’s Department of Education.  Superintendents were 
approached for permission for their personnel to participate in an online 20-question 
29 
survey.   Of the 25 districts approached, 21 responded favorably to the request. No 
personal information was obtained concerning the participants such as age, gender, race, 
or years of experience.  Schools districts were not examined concerning issues such as 
racial make-up, social-economics, or urban verses rural settings.  Standards of Learning 
(SOLs) scores or Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) results were noted due to established 
connection between highly qualified teachers and student progress.    
Setting 
 This study took place in the southeastern area of the United States in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, and it included 21school districts within that state.  Out of 
the 25 school districts approached, 21 superintendents gave permission for their 
personnel to participate.   The school districts that had low teacher attrition were assigned 
to Group 1; those districts with high teacher turn-over were assigned to Group 2.      
Instruments 
 The questions developed for this survey grew from the exploration of the 
literature concerning the purpose, goals, shortcomings, and potential in mentoring. The 
readings on the subject made it abundantly clear what should be done, but it is markedly 
unclear if proper mentoring is taking place.  The instrument to measure responses was a 
survey which consisted of 20 questions concerning administrative preparation for new 
teacher mentoring, expectations for the program, and oversight of the process.  In 
addition to the electronic survey, a cover letter explaining the purpose and a privacy 
assurance which outlines how information will be used, stored, and discarded was sent 
out. This survey was submitted to the researcher’s university for both review and 
approval.  The survey began as 45 questions, but was later honed to just 20 in order to be 
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efficient, choosing only those questions that are aimed at measuring specific 
administrative responses.  The 20-item questionnaire/survey measured attitudes towards 
mentoring programs by using a Likert scale, ranging from 5 for strongly agrees to 1 for 
unsure, for the first 10 questions.  The justification for including the category of “unsure” 
stems from the premise that all well-grounded and dedicated administrators should be 
decisive and knowledgeable concerning a school’s mentoring program.  The remaining 
10 questions that involved behaviors rather than attitudes used a Likert scale ranging 
from 5 for always to 1 for never. 
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Table 1 
School Divisions   School Year 2007-2008   Low Attrition Rate 
School Divisions Attrition Rate 
AYP Goals 
Met 
Number of 
Schools 
Dickerson CO 3.4 Yes   8 
Washington CO* 5.1 Yes 15 
Colonial Heights City 5.5 Yes   5 
Alleghany CO 5.3 Yes   7 
Tazewell CO 6.0 Yes 16 
Bristol CO 6.1 Yes   4 
Bland CO   6.2 Yes   4 
Fluvanna CO   6.2 Yes    5 
Wythe CO 6.2 Yes 12 
Russell CO 6.2 Yes 13 
Powhatan CO   6.7 Yes   5 
Page CO* 6.7 Yes   7 
Note.  Lowest Rates in Teacher Turn-over:  3.4 to 6.7   Number of School Divisions = 12 
All the above school divisions achieved AYP goals and are fully accredited. 
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Table 2 
School Divisions   School Year 2007-2008   High Attrition Rate 
School Divisions 
Attrition 
Rate 
AYP 
Goals Met 
Number of 
Schools 
Franklin City 19.0 No 3 
Colonial Beach 19.1 No 2 
Cumberland CO 19.5 Yes 3 
King and Queen CO 19.8 No 3 
Clarke CO 20.0 No 5 
Charlottesville City* 22.1 No 9 
Caroline CO 22.4 No 6 
Essex CO 23.9 No 3 
Brunswick CO* 24.5 No 5 
Sussex CO 26.6 No 5 
Petersburg City 27.3 No 8 
Surry CO 30.1 No 3 
Note. The Highest in Teacher Turn-over:  19.0 to 30.1   Number of School Divisions = 12 
All of these schools but one failed to meet AYP goals.   
 
Two of the school divisions have been struggling with accreditation status: Sussex 
CO – Accreditation Warning in 2007 and Petersburg City -Denied Accreditation.  Four 
districts marked by an asterisk (*) either did not respond to the survey request or their 
superintendents declined to give permission for their personnel to participate.  As a 
follow up, this information was updated in 2009 to see if notable changes occurred.  The 
school with the sharpest contrast in numbers was Charlotte County, moving from a 22.1 
attrition rate in 2008 to an 8.6 rate in 2009 (Virginia Department of Education, 2010). 
33 
However, this particular school district opted out from participation in the survey, so this 
dramatic transformation is not relevant to the study.  Another interesting correlation is the 
relationship between teacher attrition and student performance in their standards of 
learning test.  The data does strongly suggest the premise set forth by NCLB that highly 
qualified teachers are considered necessary to achieve the educational goals established 
by Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  Large teacher turn-over undermines these efforts.  
The Commonwealth of Virginia is committed to retaining highly qualified teachers and 
acknowledges mentoring as a critical component.   
   The methodology was a causal-comparative design, attempting to establish a 
relationship between leadership attitudes towards mentoring programs and program 
results: teacher retention.  The methodology shared characteristics with an ex post-facto 
study since the rate of teacher attrition and annual yearly progress scores were previously 
established and are easily correlated.  One would expect educational leaders such as 
principals and assistant principals to take a proactive approach to induction programs and 
to be actively involved in the mentoring of new teachers to reduce attrition, and their 
responses to a questionnaire should reflect their concern.  The expectation was that an 
educational leader’s beliefs, values, attitudes, and actions will shape and mold mentoring 
programs, resulting in the new teacher’s perception of the level of administrative support.  
The closer to the ideal of involvement, the lower teacher attrition statistics should be.  
The further from the ideal standard of involvement in teacher mentoring, the higher 
teacher attrition would be.  Thus, the research hypothesis was that the proactive 
leadership can positively influence the success of a mentoring program.  Lower teacher 
turn-over rates can be realized and higher student success can be achieved by those 
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educational leaders who actively monitor, assist, and encourage mentoring relationships 
and induction programs.  The perceptions and attitudes of these educational professionals 
should differ from their colleagues who are less committed or involved in their schools’ 
mentoring programs, according to the hypothesis.  
 Therefore, the null hypothesis would be that leadership in mentoring 
programs has no effect upon teacher attrition rates. If there existed no significant 
differences in attitudes toward mentoring and teacher induction between the two groups, 
which consist of both ends of a continuum—school districts with high attrition rates and 
school districts with low teacher attrition rates, then the null hypothesis must be accepted.  
If the results of the survey showed a significant difference in response, then the null 
hypothesis would be rejected.  Each question’s responses will be compared utilizing 
frequency tables for both groups.  Responses with a variance between 10 and 16 percent 
were judged to be notable and slightly significant.  Responses with a variance over 16 
percent were judged to significant.  
Summary 
An inquiry into possible reasons for attrition disparity in Virginia school districts 
was conducted by a 20-question survey to glean quantitative data.  Demographics of 
research study included the principals and assistant principals, school districts, district 
AYPs, and attrition rates.  Responses to survey questions were collected electronically 
and analyzed with a computer-based statistical program.  This information was believed 
to point to differences in attitudes, perceptions, and practices that influence the behavior 
of mentor teachers, thus affecting new teachers’ attrition rates. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this chapter is to report the results from a survey instrument 
regarding the perceptions, administration, and leadership initiatives in mentoring 
programs among principals and assistant principals in selected school districts in 
Virginia. The data results examine the responses to 20 research statements or questions 
employing a Likert scale. Section one explains the selection process of the school 
districts, the configuration of the two comparison groups, the development of the research 
instrument, and the formation of the actual participants for the survey. Section two 
examines each research question/statement employing frequency table analysis with 
commentary noting similarities and differences.  Section three focuses on responses that 
differ: from those showing a slight significance to those with more profound differences. 
Section four provides a summary of the chapter’s findings.  
Selection Process 
 Initially, 25 Virginia public school districts were selected for the study concerning 
the effects of leadership upon mentoring initiatives.  Their selection was based on the 
records supplied by Virginia Department of Education that detailed attrition rates for all 
school districts.  In addition, Standards of Learning (SOLs) scores, readily available from 
the Virginia Department of Education, were included to illustrate the importance of 
teacher retention for schools with low attrition rates had achieved their annual goals for 
yearly progress.  Those districts with the highest and lowest rates of attrition were then 
selected.  Twenty-five districts were picked, an odd number rather than an even number, 
36 
because several school districts had the exact same rate of attrition.  All districts’ 
superintendents were contacted by email first and later by phone in order to obtain 
permission for their district’s principals and assistant principals to participate in a survey 
concerning mentoring.  Of the 25 school districts, 21 school superintendents gave 
permission. One district never responded to the requests, and three others declined 
because they felt their personnel had too many demands placed upon their time already.  
Eleven school districts formed Group 1, the low attrition rate group, and ten school 
districts formed Group 2, the high attrition rate group. Nearly 200 hundred subjects for 
the mentoring survey formed the basic pool of participants.  Some emails addresses 
bounced back as no longer valid, so the field eventually narrowed to 179 members: 
Group 1 had 109 potential contributors, and Group 2 had 70 potential contributors.  In the 
end, there were 33 respondents from Group 2 and 42 respondents from Group 1, which is 
a 42% response rate overall.    
 The principals and assistant principals from the 21 school districts were given 20 
statements to respond to.  They were given instructions when approaching each statement 
in order that they not think solely of their own experience or that of one certain 
individual.  The directions asked them to think of principals, assistant principals, or 
teachers in general and not of any one individual in particular. Emails were sent to the 
179 selectees with an attached letter of consent and confidentiality assurance.  Group 1 
was given a different link to follow to complete the 20-question survey than Group 2.  
The website called Survey Monkey provided the links and retained the information and 
made it available to download into Excel.  Using the information in an Excel format, the 
information was then formatted into frequency tables using Predictive Analytics Software 
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(PASW).  It is specifically named PASW Statistics 18 (Grad Pack).  To obtain maximum 
response, three e-mailings occurred during June and July of 2010.   
Several research questions were developed to guide the inquiry.  These questions 
are as follows:  
1. Does support from school leaders for mentoring programs help the programs to 
succeed in their goal of teacher retention? 
2. Do school leaders in high teacher retention districts demonstrate greater 
support for mentoring programs?  
3. Do school leaders in low teacher retention districts demonstrate less support for 
mentoring programs? 
 The next section covers the actual survey statements/questions with 
corresponding tables that delineate the responses from each of the two survey groups.  
First, each question’s responses from the two groups were examined utilizing inferential 
statistics. From the data gathered, descriptive statistics were employed to illustrate 
observable similarities or differences.  The tables show the frequency of responses to 
each category of the Likert scale.  Questions 1-10 cover perceptions and attitudes and the 
responses labeled as follows:  (5) strongly agree (4) agree (3) disagree (2) strongly 
disagree (1) unsure.  Questions 11-20 cover actual performance; therefore, the survey 
respondents were asked to rate these statements:  (5) always (4) usually (3) sometimes (2) 
rarely (1) never.  These survey questions were based upon the above mentioned research 
questions and are designed to explore the topic of mentoring practices and leadership’s 
influence.  
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One-Way ANOVA Analysis 
Table 3.1 
 
Question 1  
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper 
 Bound 
Low Turnover 42 4.86 .354 .055 4.75 4.97 4 5 
High Turnover 33 4.76 .435 .076 4.60 4.91 4 5 
Total 75 4.81 .392 .045 4.72 4.90 4 5 
 
Table 3.2 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
4.776 1 73 .032 
 
The significance level of the Levene statistic does not exceed .10, which designates that 
the variances are not homogeneous.  Since the postulation of homogeneity of variances 
has been violated, the robust test of equality of means was engaged. 
Table 3.3 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means 
 Statistic a df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch 1.136 1 61.064 .291 
Brown-Forsythe 1.136 1 61.064 .291 
a = Asymptotically F distributed. 
 
There is no significant difference between the Low Turnover Group and the High 
Turnover Group when asked, “Mentoring is an important part of new teacher induction 
programs.” 
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Table 4.1 
 
Question 2 
 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.14 1.002 .155 2.83 3.46 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.21 1.269 .221 2.76 3.66 1 5 
Total 75 3.17 1.120 .129 2.92 3.43 1 5 
 
Table 4.2 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
4.638 1 73 .035 
 
The significance level of the Levene statistic does not exceed .10, which indicates that the 
variances are not homogeneous.  Since the assumption of homogeneity of variances has 
been violated, the robust tests of equality of means were engaged. 
Table 4.3 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means 
 Statistic a df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch .066 1 59.821 .798 
Brown-Forsythe .066 1 59.821 .798 
a = Asymptotically F distributed. 
There is no significant difference between the Low Turnover Group and the High 
Turnover group when asked, “Most teachers that leave the profession do so because they 
feel unsupported.” 
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Table 5.1 
 
Question 3 
 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
 Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.86 1.026 .158 3.54 4.18 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.97 1.045 .182 3.60 4.34 1 5 
Total 75 3.91 1.029 .119 3.67 4.14 1 5 
 
Table 5.2 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.051 1 73 .823 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 5.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .234   1   .234 .219 .641 
Within Groups 78.113 73 1.070   
Total 78.347 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Mentors see the 
value of mentoring to their own professional growth.” 
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Table 6.1 
 
Question 4 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 2.62 .731 .113 2.39 2.85 1 4 
High Turnover 33 2.82 .769 .134 2.55 3.09 1 4 
Total 75 2.71 .749 .087 2.53 2.88 1 4 
 
Table 6.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.052 1 73 .821 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 6.3 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .733   1 .733 1.311 .256 
Within Groups 40.814 73 .559   
Total 41.547 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “New teachers 
leave the profession because they are deficient in subject area.” 
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Table 7.1 
 
Question 5 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.10 .532 .082 2.93 3.26 2 4 
High Turnover 33 2.79 .545 .095 2.59 2.98 1 4 
Total 75 2.96 .556 .064 2.83 3.09 1 4 
 
Table 7.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.309 1 73 .580 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 7.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 1.746 1 1.746 6.030 .016 
Within Groups 21.134 73 .290   
Total 22.880 74    
 
There is a statistically significant difference between the two groups when asked, “The 
most experienced teachers are always the best mentors.” 
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Table 8.1 
 
Question 6 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.67 .612 .094 3.48 3.86 2 5 
High Turnover 33 3.70 .918 .160 3.37 4.02 1 5 
Total 75 3.68 .756 .087 3.51 3.85 1 5 
 
Table 8.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
1.657 1 73 .202 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 8.3 
 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups    .017   1 .017 .029 .865 
Within Groups 42.303 73 .579   
Total 42.320 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Principal training 
prepares one to assess the needs of new teachers.” 
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Table 9.1 
Question 7 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.52   .890 .137 3.25 3.80 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.76 1.091 .190 3.37 4.14 1 5 
Total 75 3.63  .983 .114 3.40 3.85 1 5 
 
Table 9.2 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.968 1 73 .328 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 9.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups   1.010   1 1.010 1.045 .310 
Within Groups 70.537 73   .966   
Total 71.547 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Mentors should 
not perform evaluation assessments on novice teachers.” 
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Table 10.1 
 
Question 8 
 
 
Table 10.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.035 1 73 .852 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 10.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 
Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .849 1 .849 1.298 .258 
Within Groups 47.738 73 .654   
Total 48.587 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Principals 
receive training to model mentoring and can act as mentors.” 
  
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.45 .803 .124 3.20 3.70 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.67 .816 .142 3.38 3.96 1 5 
Total 75 3.55 .810 .094 3.36 3.73 1 5 
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Table 11.1 
 
Question 9 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
 Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.88 .550 .085 3.71 4.05 2 5 
High Turnover 33 3.73 .761 .133 3.46 4.00 1 5 
Total 75 3.81 .651 .075 3.66 3.96 1 5 
 
Table 11.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
2.105 1 73 .151 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 11.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .436 1 .436 1.029 .314 
Within Groups 30.950 73 .424   
Total 31.387 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Principals are 
informed about technology resources available to new teachers.” 
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Table 12.1 
Question 10 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.45 1.017 .157 3.14 3.77 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.48 1.202 .209 3.06 3.91 1 5 
Total 75 3.47 1.095 .126 3.21 3.72 1 5 
 
Table 12.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.535 1 73 .467 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 12.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .019  1   .019 .016 .900 
Within Groups 88.647 73 1.214   
Total 88.667 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Teacher 
recruitment has a significant impact upon school budgets.” 
  
48 
Table 13.1 
Question 11 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 4.29 .774 .119 4.04 4.53 3 5 
High Turnover 33 4.30 .684 .119 4.06 4.55 3 5 
Total 75 4.29 .731 .084 4.13 4.46 3 5 
 
Table 13.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
1.245 1 73 .268 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 13.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .006 1 .006 .010 .920 
Within Groups 39.541 73 .542   
Total 39.547 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Confidentiality is 
encouraged between mentors and novice teachers.” 
  
49 
Table 14.1 
Question 12 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
 Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.90 .656 .101 3.70 4.11 3 5 
High Turnover 33 3.79 .650 .113 3.56 4.02 2 5 
Total 75 3.85 .651 .075 3.70 4.00 2 5 
 
Table 14.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.026 1 73 .871 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 14.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .252 1 .252 .592 .444 
Within Groups 31.134 73 .426   
Total 31.387 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Mentors and 
inductees are matched according to subject area.” 
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Table 15.1 
Question 13 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.55 1.041 .161 3.22 3.87 2 5 
High Turnover 33 3.42 .936 .163 3.09 3.76 2 5 
Total 75 3.49 .991 .114 3.27 3.72 2 5 
 
Table 15.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.731 1 73 .395 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 15.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .281 1 .281 .283 .596 
Within Groups 72.465 73 .993   
Total 72.747 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Mentoring 
teachers receive specialized training in mentoring.” 
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Table 16.1 
Question 14 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.10 .759 .117 2.86 3.33 2 5 
High Turnover 33 3.15 .870 .152 2.84 3.46 1 5 
Total 75 3.12 .805 .093 2.93 3.31 1 5 
 
Table 16.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.893 1 73 .348 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 16.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .059 1 .059 .089 .766 
Within Groups 47.861 73 .656   
Total 47.920 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Mentor selection 
is based upon which faculty members are the most nurturing.” 
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Table 17.1 
Question 15 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence 
 Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 4.00 .988 .152 3.69 4.31 1 5 
High Turnover 33 4.18 .683 .119 3.94 4.42 2 5 
Total 75 4.08 .866 .100 3.88 4.28 1 5 
 
Table 17.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
2.537 1 73 .116 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 17.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .611 1 .611 .812 .370 
Within Groups 54.909 73 .752   
Total 55.520 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, 
 “Mentoring programs have set guidelines and required contact meetings.” 
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Table 18.1 
Question 16 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.40 1.083 .167 3.07 3.74 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.27 .944 .164 2.94 3.61 2 5 
Total 75 3.35 1.020 .118 3.11 3.58 1 5 
 
Table 18.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.642 1 73 .425 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 18.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .322   1   .322 .307 .581 
Within Groups 76.665 73 1.050   
Total 76.987 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Mentors receive 
follow-up training in mentoring.” 
 
 
  
54 
Table 19.1 
Question 17 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.52 1.110 .171 3.18 3.87 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.52 1.034 .180 3.15 3.88 1 5 
Total 75 3.52 1.070 .124 3.27 3.77 1 5 
 
Table 19.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.232 1 73 .631 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 19.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .001 1   .001 .001 .973 
Within Groups 84.719 73 1.161   
Total 84.720 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Mentoring 
participants submit evaluation surveys of the program.” 
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Table 20.1 
Question 18 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
 Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.55 1.041 .161 3.22 3.87 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.58 .902 .157 3.26 3.90 2 5 
Total 75 3.56 .976 .113 3.34 3.78 1 5 
 
Table 20.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
.204 1 73 .653 
 
The Levene Statistic exceeds the .10 level, so homogeneity of variances can be assumed. 
 
Table 20.3 
 
ANOVA 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups     .015 1 .015 .015 .902 
Within Groups 70.465 73 .965   
Total 70.480 74    
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Feedback is used 
to make changes in the mentoring program.” 
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Table 21.1 
Question 19 
 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.81 1.348 .208 3.39 4.23 1 5 
High Turnover 33 3.79 1.083 .188 3.40 4.17 1 5 
Total 75 3.80 1.230 .142 3.52 4.08 1 5 
 
Table 21.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
3.211 1 73 .077 
 
The significance level of the Levene statistic does not exceed .10, which indicates that the 
variances are not homogeneous.  Since the assumption of homogeneity of variances has 
been violated, the robust tests of equality of means were utilized. 
 
Table 21.3 
 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means 
 Statistic a df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch .006 1 72.953 .939 
Brown-Forsythe .006 1 72.953 .939 
a = Asymptotically F distributed. 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “Record keeping 
of contacts between mentoring participants is required.”   
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Table 22.1 
Question 20 
 
N Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Std.  
Error 
95% Confidence  
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower  
Bound 
Upper  
Bound 
Low Turnover 42 3.98   .869 .134 3.71 4.25 2 5 
High Turnover 33 3.94 1.116 .194 3.54 4.34 2 5 
Total 75 3.96   .979 .113 3.73 4.19 2 5 
 
Table 22.2 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
3.288 1 73 .074 
 
The significance level of the Levene statistic does not go beyond .10, which designates 
that the variances are not homogeneous.  Since the supposition of homogeneity of 
variances has been violated, the robust tests of equality of means were utilized. 
 
Table 22.3 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means 
 Statistic a df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch .024 1 59.253 .877 
Brown-Forsythe .024 1 59.253 .877 
a = Asymptotically F distributed. 
 
There is no significant difference between the two groups when asked, “A mentor is 
reassigned if mentoring participants have irresolvable conflicts.” 
 Since only one statement from the survey showed any significance of difference 
(Question 5) when using inferential statistics, the use of descriptive statistics becomes 
58 
necessary.  Descriptive statistics are extremely useful in providing summaries about the 
samples and form the core of quantitative data analysis. These summaries are displayed 
in the following frequency tables.  
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Survey Analysis – Frequency Tables 
Table 23.1 
Q1.  Mentoring is an important part of new teacher induction programs. 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 4   6   14.3   14.3   14.3 
5 36   85.7   85.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 23.2 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 4   8   24.2   24.2   24.2 
5 25   75.8   75.8 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 1. Question 1. The response difference is nearly 10% between both agree and 
strongly agree and nearly a 10% difference between Group 1 and Group 2.  Group 2, the 
high turnover group, expresses less confidence that mentoring is an important part of new 
teacher induction.   
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Table 24.1 
Q2.  Most teachers that leave the profession do so because they feel unsupported. 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   5   11.9   11.9   11.9 
2   1     2.4     2.4   14.3 
3 21   50.0   50.0   64.3 
4 13   31.0   31.0   95.2 
5   2     4.8     4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 24.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   5   15.2   15.2   15.2 
2   4   12.1   12.1   27.3 
3   7   21.2   21.2   48.5 
4 13   39.4   39.4   87.9 
5   4   12.1   12.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 2. Question 2. The largest difference between Group 1 and 2 is seen in category 2- 
disagree.  Here the spread is 28.8, showing a rather large discrepancy between the groups.  
In Group 1, the low turnover group, participants show an inclination to disagree with the 
statement that teachers leave the profession because they feel unsupported.  Group 2 
participants, the high turnover group, tend to agree with the statement that teachers feel 
unsupported and leave as a result.  
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Table 25.1 
Q3.  Mentors see the value of mentoring to their own professional growth. 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   4     9.5     9.5    9.5 
3   1     2.4     2.4   11.9 
4 30   71.4   71.4   83.3 
5   7   16.7   16.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 25.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   3     9.1     9.1     9.1 
4 22   66.7   66.7   75.8 
5   8   24.2   24.2 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 3. Question 3. In comparing response 4 and 5, Group 1 and 2 showed little 
difference in reaction to the question, for the spread is less than 10%.  Both groups appear 
to acknowledge the importance of mentoring to the professional growth of mentoring 
teachers.  
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Table 26.1 
Q4.  New teachers leave the profession because they are deficient in subject area. 
 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   5   11.9   11.9   11.9 
2   7   16.7   16.7   28.6 
3 29   69.0   69.0   97.6 
4   1     2.4     2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 26.2 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   2     6.1     6.1     6.1 
2   7   21.2   21.2   27.3 
3 19   57.6   57.6   84.8 
4   5   15.2   15.2 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
66 
 
Figure 4. Question 4. The group with the low turnover rate was more likely to look for 
other reasons than subject deficiency for teachers leaving the profession, based a 
difference of 11.4% between the two groups.  
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Table 27.1 
Q5.  The most experienced teachers are always the best mentors. 
 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   4     9.5   9.5     9.5 
3 30   71.4 71.4   81.0 
4   8   19.0   19.0 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 27.2 
Group 2  
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
2   6   18.2   18.2   21.2 
3 25   75.8   75.8   97.0 
4   1     3.0     3.0 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 5. Question 5. Both groups differed very little when asked if the most experienced 
teachers made the best mentors; they both overwhelmingly disagreed with that statement.  
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Table 28.1 
Q6.  Principal training prepares one to assess the needs of new teachers. 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   1     2.4     2.4     2.4 
3 14   33.3   33.3   35.7 
4 25   59.5   59.5   95.2 
5   2     4.8     4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 28.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   2     6.1     6.1     6.1 
3   8   24.2   24.2   30.3 
4 19   57.6   57.6   87.9 
5   4   12.1   12.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 6. Question 6. A slight majority of principals and assistant principals in both 
groups tended to agree with the statement that their training prepared them to assess the 
needs of teachers. The spread of percentage is under 10% in category 3- disagree; here 
33.3% of Group 1 expressed feeling of being unprepared and 24.2% of Group 2 
concurred with this feeling of inadequacy.  
  
71 
Table 29.1 
Q7.  Mentors should not perform evaluation assessments on novice teachers. 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     2.4     2.4     2.4 
2   1     2.4     2.4     4.8 
3 22   52.4   52.4   57.1 
4 11   26.2   26.2   83.3 
5   7   16.7   16.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 29.2 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1    1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
2    4   12.1   12.1   15.2 
3    6   18.2   18.2   33.3 
4 13   39.4   39.4   72.7 
5   9   27.3   27.3 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 7. Question 7. A noteworthy percentage (52.4%) of Group 1 disagreed with the 
statement that mentors should not perform assessment evaluations on novice teachers as 
compared to Group 2 which was 34.2% less likely to endorse this statement.  
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Table 30.1 
Q8.  Principals receive training to model mentoring and can act as mentors. 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative  
Percent 
Valid 1   2     4.8   4.8     4.8 
2   1     2.4   2.4     7.1 
3 16   38.1 38.1   45.2 
4 22   52.4 52.4   97.6 
5   1     2.4   2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Table 30.2 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative  
Percent 
Valid 1     1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
2   1     3.0     3.0     6.1 
3   9   27.3   27.3   33.3 
4 19   57.6   57.6   90.9 
5   3     9.1     9.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 8. Question 8. A little over half of the participants in both groups 
agreed that principals receive training to act as mentors and do act as mentors.  
When it came to disagreeing that principals are trained to act as mentors and 
do so, 11% more disagreed from Group 1, the low turnover group, as 
compared to Group 2, the high turnover group.  
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Table 31.1 
Q9.  Principals are informed about technology resources available to new teachers. 
 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   1     2.4     2.4     2.4 
3   6   14.3   14.3   16.7 
4 32   76.2   76.2   92.9 
5   3     7.1     7.1 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 31.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
2   2     6.1     6.1     9.1 
3   3     9.1     9.1   18.2 
4 26   78.8   78.8   97.0 
5   1     3.0     3.0 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 9. Question 9. The reaction to the question concerning technology rated nearly 
identical responses in both groups; more than three-fourths agreed that principals were 
informed about technology.  
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Table 32.1 
Q10.  Teacher recruitment has a significant impact upon school budgets. 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   3     7.1     7.1     7.1 
2   3     7.1     7.1   14.3 
3 12   28.6   28.6   42.9 
4 20   47.6   47.6   90.5 
5   4     9.5     9.5 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 32.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   5   15.2   15.2   15.2 
3   6   18.2   18.2   33.3 
4 18   54.5   54.5   87.9 
5   4   12.1   12.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
78 
 
Figure 10. Question 10. When judging if teacher recruitment had a significant impact on 
school budgets, the low turnover group was 10% more likely to disagree that it did have 
an impact than did the high turnover group.  
 
 In statements/research questions 11-20, principals and assistant principals were 
asked to rate the frequency of mentoring activities as follows:  (5) always (4) usually (3) 
sometimes (2) rarely (1) never. 
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Table 33.1 
Q11.  Confidentiality is encouraged between mentors and novice teachers. 
Group 1 
Low-turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 3   8   19.0   19.0   19.0 
4 14   33.3   33.3   52.4 
5 20   47.6   47.6 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 33.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 3   4   12.1   12.1   12.1 
4 15   45.5   45.5   57.6 
5 14   42.4   42.4 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 11. Question 11. With the question of confidentiality, both groups 
overwhelmingly supported the idea of confidentiality with Group 2 showing a little 
stronger support for the idea in the usually category. 
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Table 34.1 
Q12.  Mentors and inductees are matched according to subject area. 
 
Group 1 
Low-turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 3 11   26.2   26.2  26.2 
4 24   57.1   57.1   83.3 
5   7   16.7   16.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 34.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
3   8   24.2   24.2   27.3 
4 21   63.6   63.6   90.9 
5   3     9.1     9.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 12. Question 12. The responses from each group to the question of matching the 
new teacher with a mentor in the same subject area closely matched up in both groups 
with no real noteworthy differences.  
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Table 35.1 
Q13.  Mentoring teachers receive specialized training in mentoring. 
 
Group 1 
Low-turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   9   21.4   21.4   21.4 
3   9   21.4   21.4   42.9 
4 16   38.1   38.1   81.0 
5   8   19.0   19.0 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 35.2 
 
Group 2 
High- turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   6   18.2   18.2   18.2 
3 11   33.3   33.3   51.5 
4 12   36.4   36.4   87.9 
5   4   12.1   12.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 13. Question 13. No great differences exist between the two groups in their 
responses to this statement concerning specialize training for mentors. 
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Table 36.1 
Q14.  Mentor selection is based upon which faculty members are the most nurturing. 
 
 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   9   21.4   21.4   21.4 
3 21   50.0   50.0   71.4 
4 11   26.2   26.2   97.6 
5   1     2.4     2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 36.2 
 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
2   6   18.2   18.2   21.2 
3 14   42.4   42.4   63.6 
4 11   33.3   33.3   97.0 
5   1     3.0     3.0 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 14. Question 14. When asked if mentors are selected based on their ability to 
nurture, the participants of both groups had similar reactions.  No answers differ greatly 
with any spread exceeding the 10% mark.  
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Table 37.1 
Q15.  Mentoring programs have set guidelines and required contact meetings. 
 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     2.4     2.4     2.4 
2   2     4.8     4.8     7.1 
3   8   19.0   19.0   26.2 
4 16   38.1   38.1   64.3 
5 15   35.7   35.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 37.2 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
3   2     6.1     6.1     9.1 
4 20   60.6   60.6   69.7 
5 10   30.3   30.3 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 15. Question 15. A 20% difference exists between the groups when asked if one 
agreed that mentoring programs have set guidelines and required meeting.  Group 2 
demonstrated a stronger reaction in the rating of “usually” category (4) than did Group 1.  
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Table 38.1 
Q16.  Mentors receive follow-up training in mentoring. 
 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   2     4.8     4.8     4.8 
2   6   14.3   14.3   19.0 
3 14   33.3   33.3   52.4 
4 13   31.0   31.0   83.3 
5   7   16.7   16.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 38.2 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   8   24.2   24.2   24.2 
3 11   33.3  33.3   57.6 
4 11   33.3   33.3   90.9 
5   3     9.1     9.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 16. Question 16. Between the groups there is a slight difference, a little over 10%, 
when asked if mentors receive follow-up training.  Group 2 indicated more strongly that 
follow-up rarely occurred. 
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Table 39.1 
Q17.  Mentoring participants submit evaluation surveys of the program. 
 
Group 1 
Low turn-over Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   2     4.8     4.8     4.8 
2   5   11.9   11.9   16.7 
3 13   31.0   31.0   47.6 
4 13   31.0   31.0   78.6 
5   9   21.4   21.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 39.2 
 
Group 2 
High turn-over Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
2   4   12.1   12.1   15.2 
3 11   33.3   33.3   48.5 
4 11   33.3   33.3   81.8 
5   6   18.2   18.2 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
92 
 
Figure 17. Question 17. When asked if mentoring participants submitted evaluations of 
the program, the range of answers matched fairly evenly between the two groups. Over 
half the principals and assistant principals in both groups recorded that from usually to 
always evaluations were done.  
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Table 40.1 
Q18.  Feedback is used to make changes in the mentoring program. 
 
Group 1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   3     7.1     7.1     7.1 
2   2     4.8     4.8   11.9 
3 12   28.6   28.6   40.5 
4 19   45.2   45.2   85.7 
5   6   14.3   14.3 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 40.2 
 
Group2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   4   12.1   12.1   12.1 
3 11   33.3   33.3   45.5 
4 13   39.4   39.4   84.8 
5   5   15.2   15.2 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 18. Question 18. Over a third of the participants in each group believed feedback 
was usually used to make changes in the mentoring program.  Answers in all categories 
varied little between the two groups with this statement. 
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Table 41.1 
Q19.  Record keeping of contacts between mentoring participants is required.   
 
Group1 
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   4     9.5     9.5     9.5 
2   5   11.9   11.9   21.4 
3   3     7.1     7.1   28.6 
4 13   31.0   31.0   59.5 
5 17   40.5   40.5 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 41.2 
Group2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   2     6.1     6.1     6.1 
2   3     9.1     9.1   15.2 
3   2     6.1     6.1   21.2 
4 19   57.6   57.6   78.8 
5   7   21.2   21.2 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 19. Question 19. When asked about required record keeping, the data showed a 
nearly 20% difference in always keeping records of mentoring meetings. Group 1 
indicated it was more likely to insist in consistently recording meetings between 
mentoring participants than Group 2 participants.  
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Table 42.1 
Q20.  A mentor is reassigned if mentoring participants have irresolvable conflicts. 
 
Group 1  
Low turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   1     2.4     2.4     2.4 
3 13   31.0   31.0   33.3 
4 14   33.3   33.3   66.7 
5 14   33.3   33.3 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 42.2 
Group 2 
High turnover Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   5   15.2   15.2   15.2 
3   6   18.2   18.2   33.3 
4   8   24.2   24.2   57.6 
5 14   42.4   42.4 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 20. Question 20. In the categories of rarely (2) and sometimes (3), there is at least 
a 10% difference in making a change if mentoring participants have irresolvable 
differences.  The low turnover group (Group 1) indicated a slight tendency to more 
proactive than the high turnover group (Group 2) in these two categories of responses and 
would advocate a change in mentoring assignments. 
 
Significant Findings 
This section breaks out those research statement/questions that showed disparity 
between the responses of principals and assistant principals represented in each of the 
survey groups.  Those statements which have a pronounced but slight difference will be 
examined first.  The following is a table illustrating those findings that revealed a slight 
significance – over 10% difference but fewer than 18% difference in frequency of 
99 
responses. Later, several research statements that show larger gaps between responses 
will be explored.  
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Table 43.1 
Significant Frequency Findings  
Q4   New teachers leave the profession because they are deficient in subject area. 
4 (agree) Group 2 high turnover- 15.2  /  Group 1 low turnover – 2.4     Difference =  12.8 
Q5   The most experienced teachers are always the best mentors. 
4 (agree) Group 2 high turnover- 3.0  /  Group 1 low turnover – 19.0      Difference = 16.0 
Q8    Principals receive training to model mentoring and can act as mentors. 
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 27.3 / Group 1 low turnover – 38.1 Difference = 10.8 
Q10   Teacher recruitment has a significant impact upon school budgets 
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 18.2 / Group 1 low turnover –28.6  Difference = 10.4 
Q11   Confidentiality is encouraged between mentors and novice teachers. 
4 (usually) Group 2 high turnover- 45.5 /  Group 1 low turnover – 33.3  Difference = 12.2 
Q13   Mentoring teachers receive specialized training in mentoring. 
3 (sometimes) Group 2 high turnover- 33.3 / Group 1 low turnover – 21.4 Difference = 11.9 
Q16   Mentors receive follow-up training in mentoring. 
2 (rarely) Group 2 high turnover- 24.2 / Group 1 low turnover – 14.03 Difference = 10.17 
Q20   A mentor is reassigned if mentoring participants have irresolvable conflicts. 
2 (rarely) Group 2 high turnover- 15.2  /  Group 1 low turnover – 2.4     Difference = 12.8 
3 (sometimes) Group 2 high turnover- 18.2 / Group 1 low turnover – 31.0 Difference = 12.8 
 
Summary of Information 
Group 2 seems more aware of the necessity for mentor training (Questions 13 and 
16) and for confidentially between mentor participants as seen in Question 11.  As seen in 
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the data from Question 10, Group 2 seems to be more aware of the impact that 
recruitment has on school budgets.  However, Group 2 engage in less follow-up training, 
and principals are more likely to blame the new teachers for their own deficiencies as the 
reason for resigning as revealed in Questions 4 and 16.   In addition, principals and 
assistant principals in Group 2 are less likely to make changes when mentoring 
participants have irresolvable conflicts.  The following research statements produced 
responses that revealed a significant difference - from an 19.3% to 34.2% disparity.   
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Table 43.2 
Highly Significant Frequency Findings 
Q2    Most teachers leave the profession because they feel unsupported.     
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 21.2 /Group 1 low turnover – 50.0  Difference = 28.8 
Q7    Mentors should not perform evaluation assessments on novice teachers. 
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 18.2 /Group 1 low turnover – 52.4 Difference = 34.2 
Q15   Mentoring programs have set guidelines and required contact meetings. 
4 (usually) Group 2 high turnover- 60.6 /Group 1 low turnover – 38.1 Difference = 22.5 
Q19   Record keeping of contacts between mentoring participants is required.   
5 (always) Group 2 high turnover- 21.2 /Group 1 low turnover – 40.5 Difference = 19.3  
 
The following are comparisons of frequency data demonstrating four questions where 
disparities between groups are noteworthy. 
Q2    Most teachers leave the profession because they feel unsupported.     
(5) strongly agree    (4) agree    (3) disagree    (2) strongly disagree   (1) unsure 
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Table 44.1 
High Turnover Group (N= 33) 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   5   15.2   15.2   15.2 
2   4   12.1   12.1   27.3 
3   7   21.2   21.2   48.5 
4 13   39.4   39.4   87.9 
5   4   12.1   12.1 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 44.2 
Low Turnover Group (N = 42) 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   5   11.9   11.9   11.9 
2   1     2.4     2.4   14.3 
3 21   50.0   50.0   64.3 
4 13   31.0   31.0   95.2 
5   2     4.8     4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 21. Question 2.  When asked if they felt that most teachers leave the profession 
because they feel unsupported, 50% of the respondents in the Low-Turnover Group 
disagreed with the statement.  In contrast, 21.2% of the High-Turnover Group disagreed 
with the statement.  The difference between the groups here is profound.  Group 1 
significantly disagrees that teachers leave the profession because they feel unsupported.   
 
Q7    Mentors should not perform evaluation assessments on novice teachers. 
(5) strongly agree    (4) agree    (3) disagree    (2) strongly disagree   (1) unsure 
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Table 45.1 
High Turnover Group (N = 33) 
 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
2   4   12.1   12.1   15.2 
3   6   18.2   18.2   33.3 
4 13   39.4   39.4   72.7 
5   9   27.3   27.3 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 45.2 
Low Turnover Group (N = 42) 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     2.4     2.4     2.4 
2   1     2.4     2.4     4.8 
3 22   52.4   52.4   57.1 
4 11   26.2   26.2   83.3 
5   7   16.7   16.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 22. Question 7.  When asked if mentors should not perform evaluation 
assessments on novice teachers, 18.2% of the respondents in the High-Turnover Group 
disagreed with the statement.  However, 52.4% of the Low-Turnover Group disagreed 
with the statement. This data would indicate that the group with low teacher turnover 
does not understand or endorse a fundamental premise of good mentoring practice.  In 
order to open up to a mentoring teacher, the novice should not be judged by the mentor.  
Group 2 would seem to more wholeheartedly practice mentoring methods that would 
produce greater rapport.    
 
Q15   Mentoring programs have set guidelines and required contact meetings. 
(5) always (4) usually (3) sometimes (2) rarely   (1) never 
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Table 46.1 
High Turnover Group (N = 33) 
 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 2   1     3.0     3.0     3.0 
3   2     6.1     6.1     9.1 
4 20   60.6   60.6   69.7 
5 10   30.3   30.3 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 46.2 
Low Turnover Group (N = 42) 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   1     2.4     2.4     2.4 
2   2     4.8     4.8     7.1 
3   8   19.0   19.0   26.2 
4 16   38.1   38.1   64.3 
5 15   35.7   35.7 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 23. Question 15. When asked if mentoring programs have set guidelines and 
required contact meetings, 90.9% of the respondents in the High-Turnover Group 
respond with usually or always.  In contrast, 73.8% of the respondents in the Low-
Turnover Group responded with usually or always.  The High Turnover Group (Group 2) 
displayed more awareness that mentoring programs should have set guidelines and 
required contact meeting than did respondents from Group 1.   
 
Q19 Record keeping of contacts between mentoring participants is required. 
(5) always (4) usually (3) sometimes (2) rarely   (1) never 
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Table 47.1 
High Turnover Group (N=33) 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   2     6.1     6.1     6.1 
2   3     9.1     9.1   15.2 
3   2     6.1     6.1   21.2 
4 19   57.6   57.6   78.8 
5   7   21.2   21.2 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 47.2 
Low Turnover Group (N = 42) 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1   4     9.5     9.5     9.5 
2   5   11.9   11.9   21.4 
3   3     7.1     7.1   28.6 
4 13   31.0   31.0   59.5 
5 17   40.5   40.5 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 24. Question 19.  When asked if record keeping of contacts between mentoring 
participants is required, 21.2% of the respondents in the High-Turnover Group respond 
with “always.”  When asked the same question, 40.5% of the respondents in the Low-
Turnover Group responded with” always.”  Although Group 1 members of the Low 
Turnover Group, recorded a tendency to be less aware of mentoring guidelines and 
required meetings, they did confirmed the practice of documentation within mentoring 
programs at the double the rate of the High Turnover Group. 
 
Summary 
 Out of the twenty survey questions or statements completed by the two groups of 
participants composed of Virginia Public Schools principals and assistant principals, 
eight statements/questions showed a slight significance in differences of responses, 
ranging from 10.17 to 16 percent, and four survey questions exposed greater disparity 
with differences in responses ranging from 19.3 percent to 34.2 percent. Eight survey 
questions displayed little difference in responses between the two selected groups.  
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  In the category of slight but distinct differences, one of eight research statements 
revealed that the Group 2, the group with the highest teacher attrition rates, believed more 
so than Group1 that highly qualified teachers did not always make the best mentors. The 
data revealed another observable difference when Group 2 expressed more so than Group 
1 that principals and mentoring teachers were prepared to mentor.  Furthermore, Group 2 
believed to a greater extent than Group 1 that confidentiality should be encouraged 
between mentoring partners. 
  However, four of the eight research statements verified a wide gulf between 
attitudes and practices of the two groups’ principals and assistant principals. Question 7 
displayed the largest gap between Group 1 and 2 when principals and assistant principals 
were asked about performing evaluation assessments on novice teachers.  Group 2 
members at nearly a three to one rate to Group 1 disagreed with this practice.  Also, 
Group 1 disagreed with the idea that teachers leave the profession because they feel 
unsupported much more so than their counterparts in Group 2.   When asked about the 
guidelines for a mentoring program, Group 2 expressed a great deal more confidence that 
these standards were in place. Yet, when asked to rate the likelihood that recordkeeping 
of mentoring contact was occurring, Group 2 members voiced a great deal more 
reservation that this activity was a requirement for a mentoring program than their peers 
in other school districts with lower attrition rates.   
 Overall, in examining the differing responses from the research instrument, Group 
2 seemed to more fully comprehend that new teachers feel unsupported and leave the 
profession as a result. Group 2 members appeared more knowledgeable concerning the 
establishment of set meetings and guidelines, and this group endorsed the premise that 
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mentoring teacher should not perform assessments upon mentees.   On the other hand, 
Group 2 responses fall short in the actual documenting of the requirement meetings.  
Group 2 members were less likely to follow-up with additional mentor training, and less 
likely to reassign mentors should problems arise.  Group 2 judged new teachers’ 
deficiencies to be the reason for resigning, and this group seemed less aware of the 
impact on schools’ budget that teacher turnover can cause. Speculations as to the reasons 
for these contrasting answers will be addressed in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
In this chapter, a summary of the research will be presented with conclusions 
drawn from the data results demonstrated in Chapter Four.  Four main sections will be 
presented:  a summary of purpose of the research, summary of research design and 
participants, significance of the findings, and recommendations for further study. 
 Teacher attrition rates are a cause for alarm.  Experts report as many as 40% of all 
new teachers leave the profession within the first five years.  The wastefulness of this 
occurrence is three-fold:  the millions spent in recruitment, the decrease in highly 
qualified teachers needed to improve student performance, and the squandering of human 
energies and potential of these aspiring teachers.  Mentoring programs have been hailed 
as a panacea for what ails this sobering situation.  However, the wide-spread utilization of 
mentoring program has produced mixed results.   
 An inquiry into the literature surrounding mentoring revealed several 
considerations when assessing mentoring dynamics.  This review unveiled the staggering 
cost associated with teacher recruitment and the necessity of an accurate snapshot of the 
needs of the newly hired teacher.  A search of the literature produced several examples of 
effective mentoring programs and uncovered instances of mentoring misadventures, 
resulting in worst outcomes than having no mentoring programs in place.  Information 
concerning the benefits of mentoring for those acting as mentors and the latest 
renovations in technology that could enhance the mentoring experience enriched the 
understanding of the potential that mentoring offers.  Lastly, an investigation of the role 
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of leadership in mentoring delved in what practices are the best in producing favorable 
results.  
 The participants of the study were all school principals and assistant principals.  
Assistant principals were included in the study because oversight of the mentoring 
program may fall within their range of duties.  It was believed that a survey of 
educational leaders could reveal attitudes and educational training concerning the 
administration of mentoring programs. The participants in the survey were from selected 
schools districts based upon either low attrition rates or high attrition rates of teachers. 
 The purpose of this investigation was to determine if leadership exerted a 
measurable influence on teacher mentoring programs.  The goal of this study was to 
contribute to the general body of knowledge that may improve mentoring program 
accountability, resulting in financial savings, increased teacher retention, and higher 
academic performance and achievement.  The hypothesis proposed was as follows: 
leadership attitudes and initiatives can positivity influence mentors and impact mentoring 
programs in their goal to successfully retain teachers and improve education.  The null 
hypothesis was that leadership attitudes and initiatives towards mentoring do not 
significantly influence teacher retention and school performance.   
Findings 
In exploring the hypothesis that leadership can influence mentoring outcomes, the 
responses from the two groups, Group 1 – low teacher turnover and Group 2 – high 
teacher turnover, were analyzed in order to note differences in responses.  Out of the 
twenty survey statements, both groups responded equally to eight out of twenty 
questions/statements; twelve research statements elicited a measureable difference, 
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ranging from 10% to nearly 35%.  Therefore, there were notable differences between the 
two groups. Yet, the best practices referred to in the literature concerning mentoring 
programs were not wholeheartedly endorsed by the group of educators whose school 
districts enjoyed teacher retention; moreover, those educators whose districts suffered 
with high turnover rates of new teachers gave greater adherence to best practices than did 
their lower attrition rate counterparts.  The following information details those anticipated 
differences between the groups, notes the unexpected disparity in answers, and proposes 
some explanations to address the unpredictable results of the investigation.  
The difference in responses between the two groups consisting of high and low 
teacher attrition rates can be rated according to a method developed by W. G. Hopkins 
(2002). According to Hopkins, a frequency difference between 0 and 10 percent would be 
trivial.  Hopkins’ standard of significance in frequency difference is as follows: 
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Table 48 
Hopkins’ Standard of Significance 
 
  
trivial 
  
small 
  
moderate 
  
large 
very 
large 
nearly 
perfect perfect 
Correlation  0.0 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 1 
Diff. in means  0.0 0.2 0.6 1.2 2.0 4.0 infinite 
Freq. diff.       0          10          30          50          70          90         100     
Rel. risk  1.0 1.2 1.9 3.0 5.7 19 infinite 
Odds ratio  1.0 1.5 3.5 9.0 32 360 infinite 
 
First listed are the findings that this researcher anticipated, the results that would 
support the hypothesis that leadership can impact mentoring programs and that show the 
predicted disparity between the groups will be presented:  research questions 4, 10, 13, 
16, and 20.                       
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Table 49.1      
Anticipated Findings     
Q4   New teachers leave the profession because they are deficient in subject area. 
4 (agree) Group 2 high turnover- 15.2  /  Group 1 low turnover – 2.4     Difference =  12.8 
Q10   Teacher recruitment has a significant impact upon school budgets 
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 18.2 / Group 1 low turnover –28.6  Difference = 10.4 
Q13   Mentoring teachers receive specialized training in mentoring. 
3 (sometimes) Group 2 high turnover- 33.3 / Group 1 low turnover – 21.4 Difference = 11.9 
Q16   Mentors receive follow-up training in mentoring. 
2 (rarely) Group 2 high turnover- 24.2 / Group 1 low turnover – 14.03 Difference = 10.17 
Q19   Record keeping of contacts between mentoring participants is required.   
5 (always) Group 2 high turnover- 21.2 /Group 1 low turnover – 40.5 Difference = 19.3  
Q20   A mentor is reassigned if mentoring participants have irresolvable conflicts. 
2 (rarely) Group 2 high turnover- 15.2  /  Group 1 low turnover – 2.4     Difference = 12.8 
3 (sometimes) Group 2 high turnover- 18.2 / Group 1 low turnover – 31.0 Difference = 12.8 
 
 In examining Question 4, one observes that the group with high attrition rates 
agreed at a rate of 12.8 more than the group with low attrition that new teachers leave 
because they are deficient.  This attitude would be expected from those districts where 
teachers quit at a greater rate, for it would demonstrate a lack of insight or awareness of 
the real causes of teacher attrition.  According to several surveys and experts, teachers 
leave because they feel unsupported. A novice teacher can develop into a strong educator, 
provided he or she has the proper mentoring.  According to one educator/writer (Pue, 
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2005), the right person can be trained.  Therefore, Group 2, the high attrition group, 
demonstrated a measureable misperception concerning teacher turnover.   
 The next research statement, Question 10,  that recruitment costs a district a 
significant amount seemed to resonate more with high attrition group, Group 2,  than with 
the group with low attrition rates, Group 1.  A review of literature showed that the cost of 
teacher recruitment amounts to billions nationwide and have a tremendous impact on 
local school budgets.  Officials at the National Commission on Teaching and America’s 
Future (NCTAF) put the figure as closer to 7.3 billion (Honawar, 2007).   One would 
expect Group 2 to have an acute dollar and cents awareness of the consequences of 
teacher turnover.  That awareness should have had a sobering effect on Group 2 leaders 
and spurred them to proactively monitor their mentoring programs.  
 Responses to Questions 13 and 16 from Group 2 that mentors receive specialized 
training (Q13) and follow-up training (Q16) prompted misgivings that these needful 
events occurred within the high teacher-turnover districts’ mentoring programs. For 
mentoring programs to be successful, mentors need to be instructed in how to mentor 
another adult and peer.  Being a teacher does not necessarily qualified one as a mentor. 
The review of the literature identified many mentoring disasters that could have been 
prevented with proper training. Some schools hurt the mentoring initiative by providing 
no training for mentors (Gagen & Bowie, 2005). 
 The next research statement, Question 19, exposed a sizable gap between the 
groups concerning program accountability.  When asked if record keeping was required, 
Group 2 indicated that record keeping did not occur to the same extent as Group 1 
indicated.  Program accountability has been deemed productive and of the utmost 
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necessity in order to have tangible results.  Awareness of the rules or guidelines does not 
necessarily translate into compliance; therefore, insistence upon record keeping can 
motivate greater cooperation. To have an effective mentoring program requires 
systematic assessment (Blair-Larsen, 1998).  In Question19, the statistics revealed a lack 
of follow-through with mentoring program requirements in the high teacher attrition 
assembly, Group 2.  
   Research statement, Question 20, probed into the practice of reassignment if in 
the event the mentor and mentee are incompatible.  High teacher turnover districts, 
represented by Group 2, alternated between sometimes or rarely replacing a mentor if 
conflicts occur.  Yet, data from the review of the literature clearly indicated that bad 
mentoring experiences can definitely lead to teacher flight.  Ingersoll and Kralik (2004) 
found that those teachers who expressed their dissatisfaction with their mentoring 
programs were more likely to leave teaching.  To change or reassign mentors would fall 
within a principal’s or assistant principal’s sphere of influence and responsibility.  Not to 
exercise this responsibility could be viewed as negligence.  
 The next set of research statements/questions produced unexpected results that 
required careful deliberation. This data undermined the research hypothesis concerning 
the influence of school leaders on mentoring programs.  These questions are grouped 
together as having a slight, but notable difference in result percentages.  
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Table 49.2 
Unanticipated findings: minor significance  
Q5   The most experienced teachers are always the best mentors. 
4 (agree) Group 2 high turnover- 3.0  /  Group 1 low turnover – 19.0      Difference = 16.0 
Q8    Principals receive training to model mentoring and can act as mentors. 
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 27.3  / Group 1 low turnover – 38.1 Difference = 10.8 
Q11   Confidentiality is encouraged between mentors and novice teachers. 
4 (usually) Group 2 high turnover- 45.5 /  Group 1 low turnover – 33.3  Difference = 12.2 
 
 The statement, Question 5, that the most experienced teachers are always the best 
mentor found less approval with the high turnover group; these survey participants 
seemed to realize that there are other qualities a mentor must possess other than just 
experience.  In the review of literature, when asked what new teachers need, the new 
teachers often replied they needed a non-judgmental person who treated them with 
respect.  Perhaps in the past, those mentors in the school districts represented by Group 2 
were picked by virtue of their experience, and now in view of the districts’ turnover rates, 
the principals and assistant principals realize that years of experience does not necessarily 
translate into a great mentoring potential.  In contrast, Group 1, the group that enjoys low 
attrition and greater retention of teachers, seemed to be less cognizant that veteran 
teachers do not universally qualify as the best mentors. Not every experienced teacher is 
fit to be a mentor and needs training to mentor an adult (Ryan & Hornbeck, 2004). 
 When examining Question 8, principals receiving mentoring training and can act 
as mentors, Group 2 expressed less disagreement with that declaration than did Group 1.   
They tended to believe they were more competent in mentoring than those principals in 
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the high retention group. According to the literature on mentoring, for mentoring 
programs to be successful, principals and assistant principals must model the mentoring 
process (Zachary & Fischler, 2010).  One could speculate that because of problems 
within their mentoring programs, these principals had to step in and model mentoring to 
less-than-terrific mentors or tried to save a new teacher from resigning by mentoring 
themselves.  
 The responses to Question 11 dealing with maintaining confidentiality between 
the mentor and new teacher would lead an observer to conclude that Group 2 took the 
responsibility of confidentiality more seriously than Group 1 did.  It could be that Group 
2 principals and assistant principals saw the destructiveness that can result because of 
previous breaches of confidentiality.    On the other hand, perhaps Group 1 felt 
confidentiality must be broken if incompatibility is threatening the success of the 
program.   Conceivably, principals would need to know if a mentoring relationship is 
working and rapport is being established, so complete confidentiality is not desirable in 
all cases.  However, confidentiality is the cornerstone of any productive mentoring 
program; novice teachers need to feel free to confide in their mentors.  Without the 
necessary ingredient of trust, few new teachers would expose their thinking to others, and 
their progress and development as teachers would suffer as a result. Mentoring literature 
supports the notion that the new teacher will bloom in an atmosphere of mutual, 
confident sharing. The mentee needs the mentor to share his or her perspectives and 
insights (Lee, et al., 2006). 
 This next set of research statement/questions elicited the sharpest differences in 
responses between the two groups and undermined the premise that leadership attitudes 
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and directives can positively influence mentoring programs.  According to the standard of 
significance developed by W. G. Hopkins (2002), these research responses come closer 
to what Hopkins described as moderate to large in significance.  When combined with the 
previous set of unexpected research responses that Hopkins would rate as small in 
significance, the scales must tip in favor of accepting the null hypothesis.  
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Table 49.3   
Unanticipated findings: major significance  
Q2    Most teachers leave the profession because they feel unsupported.     
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 21.2 /Group 1 low turnover – 50.0  Difference = 28.8 
Q7    Mentors should not perform evaluation assessments on novice teachers. 
3 (disagree) Group 2 high turnover- 18.2 /Group 1 low turnover – 52.4 Difference = 34.2 
Q15   Mentoring programs have set guidelines and required contact meetings. 
4 (usually) Group 2 high turnover- 60.6 /Group 1 low turnover – 38.1 Difference = 22.5 
  
 Surprisingly, the data gleaned from Question 2 revealed that the group with the 
lower teacher turn-over overwhelming disagreed with the statement that teachers leave 
the profession due to a lack of support when compared to the group with high teacher 
turnover.  When questioned, many administrators mistakenly have reasoned that teachers 
were motivated primarily by money and left the profession in quest of better financial 
opportunities. While higher salaries are important, teachers say they would stay if they 
had meaningful support from induction programs (Blair, 2003).  Teachers who have quit 
claimed lack of support as the number one reason for their departure.  Therefore, one 
could reason that those effective administrators whose teacher attrition rates were low 
would be aware of the underlying causes of attrition.  However, Group 2 shows a 
markedly greater awareness of attrition’s causes than does Group 1.  
 Most shocking of all were the responses to Question 7.   When asked about 
performing evaluation assessments on novice teachers, the high teacher turn-over group, 
by a huge margin, disapproved of such a practice. Evaluation assessment or gate-keeping 
has no place in the mentoring relationship, for such a practice runs counter to the notion 
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of confidentiality and trust. Strangely, the group that possessed such enviable statistics on 
teacher attrition and retention seemingly endorses such a practice at nearly three times the 
rate of this group’s counterpart, the high attrition group.  According to educational 
research, some mentors do confuse mentoring with evaluation (Feinam-Nemser, 1996). 
 Question 15 elicited a significant difference in responses from the two survey 
groups, responses that were not anticipated.  Group 2 was over 20% more likely to assert 
that its school’s mentoring program had set guidelines and required contact meetings.  
Guidelines and required contact are all necessary components of program accountability.  
Without accountability, programs will degenerate and falter.  Investigators into mentor 
teachers’ perceptions of their roles have uncovered a set of behaviors that have helped 
establish guidelines for mentoring programs (DiGeronimo, 1993; Rao, 1998).   It is 
remarkable that Group 1 with its stellar retention results seemed fuzzy about this 
necessity, expressing a lack of strong commitment to the principle of accountability.  
Discussion 
Out of the twenty research statements, twelve statements from the survey 
prompted differences in responses ranging from discernible to distinct.  These twelve 
statements can be equally divided into two categories: expected responses and 
unexpected responses. The data from six interview questions (4, 10, 13, 16, 19, and 20) 
coincided with the notion that school districts with low teacher turnover had 
comprehended and implemented those procedures deemed desirable in mentoring 
programs. However, six other research statements(2, 5, 7, 8, 11, and 15) reactions 
generated such noticeable data, causing Group 2 to outshine Group 1 in the key questions 
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of mentor selection, principal role-modeling, assessment, support, confidentiality, and 
awareness of guidelines.   
Of those six research questions/statements wherein Group 2 outshone Group 1, 
only two of them dealt with measurable actions; four of the six statement fall into the 
category of opinions and called for an agree/disagree scale as opposed to an always/never 
scale which would indicate leadership actions or practices.  Therefore, in area of 
application, the principals and assistant principals in the high teacher attrition districts 
deviated from expected behaviors in two or the ten action-based research statements, 
Question 11-20.    
Unfortunately, the proposed hypothesis did not make a distinction between 
attitudes and initiatives but rather it lumped together the two items into the investigation.  
As a result, the research hypothesis that leadership attitudes and initiatives can positivity 
influence mentors and impact mentoring programs in their goal to successfully retain 
teachers and improve education must be rejected.  The null hypothesis that leadership 
attitudes and initiatives towards mentoring do not significantly influence teacher retention 
and school performance must be accepted.  If the hypothesis had been narrowed to an 
inquiry into leadership initiatives or actions only, the rejection of the hypothesis may 
have been avoided.    
Implications 
The research, which sought to measure leadership attitudes and initiatives as they 
affect teacher attrition, uncovered surprising outlooks held by those districts where 
teacher retention posed a problem. One might infer that those education leaders with high 
teacher turn-over rates were more aware of practices that result in mentoring program 
126 
success than those leaders of schools which were successful in retaining teachers because 
these beleaguered leaders have learned by experience what does not work.  Negative 
experiences will affect perceptions and attitudes.  Clearly, attitude alone cannot solve 
problems; positive enterprises, however, can affect change.  Although members of the 
high teacher-turnover group professed to believe to a greater degree than members of the 
low teacher turnover group in such topics as confidentiality or mentoring guidelines, the 
fact of extremes in their attrition rates and the evidence of contradictory statements 
undermined their assertions.  Those research statement/questions that aimed for more 
accountability of actions such as making personnel changes in the event of mentoring 
incompatibility or record-keeping of mentoring contact meetings more nearly achieved 
the projected reaction as proposed by the research hypothesis.  The implication of a latent 
problem in consistency as demonstrate by the pattern of responses from Group 2 suggests 
the possibility that real program accountability could remedy chronic attrition rates.   
In examining these three research statements, Questions 2, 7 and 15, it would 
appear to the casual observer that those leaders in Group 2, the high teacher-turnover 
group, endorsed those practices which promote mentoring success to a significant degree 
more than Group 1.  Yet one must wonder if this adherence to best practices was merely 
lip service since the resulting attrition rates speak for themselves, and these answers are 
contradicted by other answers as seen in responses to questions 4, 16, and 20.  Apparently 
as shown in Question 2, the members of high turnover group seemed more aware that 
new teachers feel unsupported.  However, responses to Question 4 reveal that Group 2 
school leaders tend to think new teachers are deficient in their subject areas and quit as a 
result. On one hand, leaders in high teacher-turnover districts were saying new teachers 
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feel unsupported, but, on the other hand, they tend to think these same teachers are 
leaving the profession due to their own shortcomings.  The participants in Group 2 assert 
that confidentiality is paramount, yet they have the attitude that their novice teachers are 
deficient.   One may ask where this information came from if not from those mentoring 
teachers who have, in effect, violated the premise of confidentiality.  Furthermore, these 
mentors, according to Group 2, are less likely to receive follow-up training, so further 
grounding in best practices such as confidentiality may not have occurred.  Group 2 
participants are less likely to make reassignments when mentoring is failing to 
accomplish its goals.   Perhaps for this reason, Group 1 feels confidentiality must be 
broken if incompatibility is threatening the success of the program.  At the very least, 
principals need to know if the mentoring relationship is working and that rapport is being 
established.  The responses of Group 2 to Question 19 produced an inconsistency when 
the responses were juxtaposed to the responses to the question (Q15) concerning 
mentoring program having required meetings and guidelines.  It is as if Group 2, the 
high-turnover group, knew the right answers and knew how a mentoring program should 
be, but there existed a gap between knowledge and practice.  Group 2’s contradictions, 
measurable disparity in responses, and an alleged awareness of the preferred way of 
mentoring combine to present a puzzling and intriguing picture.   
Another notion suggested by the survey results would be the idea of self-
depreciation; those principals in schools that enjoy such low teacher attrition discounted 
their own impact and influence upon their schools’ mentoring programs. In contrast, 
those principals in high-turnover districts may more zealously endorse as a defensive 
mechanism those activities that should result in thriving mentoring programs.  However, 
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these defense shields are laced with holes because endorsement is not achievement; 
attitude is not action, nor is intention the same as results.  
Limitations 
One obvious limitation to this study of leadership’s impact on mentoring 
programs would be the small participant pool.  Perhaps another research investigator 
could have obtained cooperation from all selected school districts since four of the 
twenty-five declined to participate.  A greater response would have made for greater 
reliability in the data.   
 The timing of the survey met with obstacles.  End-of-the-school-year duties made 
for less response from principals and assistant principals; then the second survey request 
came when some school leaders were out of the office on vacation or at conferences. 
Perhaps a request sent in the middle of a school year would be less burdensome and be 
better received.  
Principals and assistant principals are extremely busy people with many burdens 
and responsibilities.  One superintendent of a school district with high teacher turn-over 
remarked that his district had been overwhelmed with survey requests. There is little 
incentive for school leaders to give of their valuable time.  While adding to the 
knowledge base has long-term benefits for everyone, the harried administrator may not 
feel so altruistic.   
Another factor that may infringe upon this investigation is the study effect; in 
other words, the subjects in the investigation are conscious of the study, and their answers 
may have been tainted as a result.  Those in the high attrition group, being aware of their 
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group designation, may have over-compensated in their responses and not have answered 
naturally.   
Recommendations 
Several features of this investigation could be altered or added to which could 
produce some interesting results.  A demographic feature could be added to note such 
items such as age, gender, race, years of experience, or years of service within the current 
school district.  For example, if high teacher turn-over districts also suffered from high 
administrator turnover, the data may have been a variable worth considering.  
Another avenue of exploration could be the tracking over several years of attrition 
rates in order to note any trends or any abrupt changes.  For example, in examining two 
years of attrition rates, it was noted that Charlottesville Public Schools had a dramatic 
drop in teacher turnover. This school district, however, opted out of the study, so its 
principals’ attitudes and actions remain a mystery.  
Moreover, no individual school or school district’s responses were examined 
separately from the group to which it was assigned.  There may have been extremes 
within the two groups, and comparisons could have been made within each of the two 
groups. Other statistic analysis designs may have produced greater insights.   
Another feature that could be added to this study would be a survey of mentoring 
teachers in order to compare their answers to those answers of their principals.  One 
dissertation from Texas A&M uncovered an incongruence when examining the responses 
of mentoring teachers and principals. The principals were not nearly as supportive as they 
perceived themselves to be according to mentoring teachers (Larrison, 2006).     
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 Lastly, a survey could be designed that examines and measures only the 
occurrences of action rather than degrees of agreement or attitude.  For those interested in 
how mentoring programs could be improve through leadership efforts, a research design 
that focuses on solely action initiatives should add valuable information to the body of 
educational knowledge and advance the goals of instruction.  
Conclusion 
 Although leadership’s role in mentoring remains elusive, this study of mentoring 
programs in 21 school districts in Virginia has raised some interesting questions and 
speculations.  Furthermore, a review of literature concerning the mentoring of new 
teachers revealed a troubling statistic: nearly half of all new teachers have left the 
profession within five years of service.  Mentoring programs have helped curbed the 
flight of novice teachers in some school districts throughout the nation, but their formula 
for success is not readily transferable or completely transparent.  Indeed, principals and 
assistant principals in school districts with staggering rates of teacher attrition have 
positive attitudes towards mentoring and endorse mentoring best practices.  These 
education leaders profess to have the training and awareness of how mentoring programs 
should be conducted.  This research study did reveal, nevertheless, a discrepancy between 
attitudes and actions which may account for the reality of high teacher turn-over rates.  
Finding the cause for this discrepancy and perhaps implementing strategies to narrow the 
gulf between intentions and consequences would help to heal this very real educational 
crisis.  
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D.  RECRUITMENT OF SUBJECTS AND OBTAINING INFORMED CONSENT 
 Describe your recruitment process in a straightforward, step-by-step manner.  The IRB 
needs to know all the steps you will take to recruit subjects in order to ensure subjects are 
properly informed and are participating in a voluntary manner.  An incomplete 
description will cause a delay in the approval of your protocol application. 
 Subjects will be recruited by an email. The email will describe the purpose of the 
study, a request for assistance, and an assurance of confidentiality. Participation in 
an online survey is voluntary, and no compensation other than gratitude will be 
awarded.  By participating in the survey, the respondent will acknowledge that he 
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incorporated into published findings in the form of a dissertation.  
E.  PROCEDURES FOR PAYMENT OF SUBJECTS    N/A 
• Describe any compensation that subjects will receive.  Please note that Liberty 
University Business Office policies might affect how you can compensate subjects.  
Please contact your department’s business office to ensure your compensation 
procedures are allowable by these policies. 
F.   CONFIDENTIALITY 
• Describe what steps you will take to maintain the confidentiality of subjects.   
• Describe how research records, data, specimens, etc. will be stored and for how 
long. 
• Describe if the research records, data, specimens, etc. will be destroyed at a certain 
time.  Additionally, address if they may be used for future research purposes.  
  Risk is greatly reduced by project design.  No individual will ever be 
identified by name; replies to the survey go into groups labeled as Group 1 and 
Group 2.  Follow-up interviews are not labeled except by group, by numbering, or 
pseudonyms.  Data will be stored temporarily on both personal hard-drive and pen-
drive.  All files will be password protected.  Raw data, field notes, rough drafts, and 
computer CD’s will be secured in a locked file cabinet. No information will shared 
beyond persons necessary to the study such as the researcher, committee members, 
and necessary school officials.  The only possible exception to confidentiality would 
be if United State laws require reporting such as child abuse or court order.  The 
data stored will have no identifying markers and will be password protected. Within 
six months of collection, all information will be deleted from personal computer and 
pen drive(s). The information will be stored on disk for no longer than one year. 
Again, there will be no personal identifying markers on stored information disk. 
Then the disk will be destroyed by breaking it into pieces. Since the information is 
time sensitive, it would not be useful in the future.     
G.   POTENTIAL RISKS TO SUBJECTS 
• There are always risks associated with research.  If the research is minimal risk, which is 
no greater than every day activities, then please describe this fact. 
• Describe the risks to participants and steps that will be taken to minimize those risks.  
Risks can be physical, psychological, economic, social, legal, etc. 
• Where appropriate, describe alternative procedures or treatments that might be 
advantageous to the participants. 
• Describe provisions for ensuring necessary medical or professional intervention in the 
event of adverse effects to participants or additional resources for participants. 
  There is only a minimal risk to subjects, no more than everyday interaction 
with the public.  Selection into the study is based upon public information and 
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group membership, and no individual is ever singled out or identified by a name or 
school. Based upon the pool of 316 potential participants, an individual’s personal 
identity is masked by a large group, and participation is randomly selected.  
H.   BENEFITS TO BE GAINED BY THE INDIVIDUAL AND/OR SOCIETY 
• Describe the possible direct benefits to the subjects.  If there are no direct benefits, please 
state this fact. 
• Describe the possible benefits to society. In other words, how will doing this project be a 
positive contribution and for whom? 
  There may be an indirect educational benefit to participants if they improve 
their monitoring of their new teacher mentoring program as a result of greater 
awareness that their leadership can influence outcomes, which is the hypothesis of 
the study.  
  School officials could require greater accountability in the administration of 
mentoring programs if they were shown a direct correlation between reduced 
attrition and active leadership and program evaluation.    
I.   INVESTIGATOR’S EVALUATION OF THE RISK-BENEFIT RATIO 
Here you explain why you believe the study is still worth doing even with any identified 
risks. 
 There is a strong potential for beneficial information for educational agencies with 
little to no risk to participants.  Ideally, mentoring programs would be monitored 
more closely and overhauled as needed as a result of this research’s findings.  
Ultimately, students would profit from having more highly qualified teachers, and the 
taxpayer would spend less on the hiring process by decreasing high teacher turn-over.  
J.   WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT FORM  -See attachment for form letter to 
participants.  
K.   WAIVER OF INFORMED CONSENT OR SIGNED CONSENT  N/A 
Waiver of consent is sometimes used in research involving a deception element. 
Waiver of signed consent is sometimes used in anonymous surveys or research 
involving secondary data. See Waiver of Informed Consent information on the IRB 
website. If requesting either a waiver of consent or a waiver of signed consent, please 
address the following:  
 1.  For a Waiver of Signed Consent, address the following: 
    a.  Does the research pose greater than minimal risk to subjects (greater than everyday 
activities)? 
 b.  Does a breach of confidentiality constitute the principal risk to subjects?   
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 c.  Would the signed consent form be the only record linking the subject and the research? 
 d.  Does the research include any activities that would require signed consent in a non-
research context? 
 e.  Will you provide the subjects with a written statement about the research (an 
information sheet that contains all the elements of the consent form but without the 
signature lines)?   
2.  For a Waiver of Consent Request, address the following: 
 a.  Does the research pose greater than minimal risk to subjects (greater than everyday 
activities)? 
 b.  Will the waiver adversely affect subjects’ rights and welfare?  Please justify? 
 c.  Why would the research be impracticable without the waiver? 
 d.  How will subject debriefing occur (i.e., how will pertinent information about the real 
purposes of the study be reported to subjects, if appropriate, at a later date?) 
L. SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS – Attached are both survey and interview questions. 
M. COPIES:  
 For investigators requesting Expedited Review or Full Review, email the application 
along with all supporting materials to the IRB Chair (Dr. Fernando Garzon, 
fgarzon@liberty.edu). Submit one hard copy with all supporting documents as well to Dr. 
Fernando Garzon, Liberty University, IRB Review, 1971 University Blvd., Lynchburg, VA 
24502.  
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Appendix B CHANGE-IN-PROTOCOL FORM 
LIBERTY UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 
LOG NUMBER _757.110409 
ORIGINAL REVIEW DATE _________  
LEVEL _________  
Principal Investigator _____Virginia E. Fick________________________Phone Number ___804-785-2203 
Correspondence Address __620 Guthries Green Plain View, VA 23156_       Email  vefick@liberty.edu or 
virgfi@aol.com 
Department _Education__ Campus _Online_           Faculty Sponsor (if needed) __C. Shon, Ph.D.____ 
Project Title  Mentoring Programs: Key Differences in Support for Beginning Teachers  
Type of Project:     
STUDENT DIRECTED RESEARCH 
Thesis____  Dissertation __X__  Other ____  (Specify: ____________________________) 
Course Requirement: 16 week ____ 8/9 week ____  (course #: _____________________) 
Duration of Project: Starting Date _____April 2010_ Expected End Date ___June 2010____ 
_Virginia Fick__________________April 13, 2010_______________________________________ 
Principal Investigator     Date Faculty Advisor (if necessary)  Date 
************************************************************************************** 
1. __x___ Minor Changes. (e.g., adding non-vulnerable subjects, change of location, deleting 
something, minor instrument question revisions, etc.) 
Describe in detail below and attach any revised instruments:  
The survey process in Moodle is a bit complicated.  The participant must click on the link, and 
then enroll in the section by creating a username and password, then entering the survey 
password, and then selecting the correct section. I fear I will lose participants. 
 Therefore, I propose to change the host for my survey to an online site called SurveyMonkey.  It 
guarantees confidentiality, and the fee is small.  My statistician, Steven McDonald writes, “I really 
like Survey Monkey.  I have a standard account.  It is used by several of the faculty members in 
SOE.  The encryption sounds great.  I say go for it!” 
As soon as I have permission for the change, I will begin my survey and collecting my data.  
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 ACTION TAKEN: Changes ____Approved (for one year)  ____Contingent ____Disapproved 
 _________________________________________________ 
 Chairperson, IRB      Date 
************************************************************************************** 
2. _____ More Significant Changes. (e.g., change in procedures, adding something, changing consent 
form, adding vulnerable populations, major instrument revisions, etc.) 
Explain in detail, attaching revised instruments/forms as needed. Use additional space than that provided 
below if necessary 
 
 
 PROJECT STATUS      ACTION TAKEN: 
 ____ Exempt       ____ Approved (for one year) 
 ____ Expedited      ____ Contingent 
 ____ Full Review      ____ Disapproved 
 ______________________________________                      ___________________________________ 
 Primary Reviewer         Date  Co-Reviewer (Expedited or Full)         Date 
 
 _________________________________________________ 
 Chairperson, IRB      Date                                                                             
revised 11/07 
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Appendix C:  Instrument  
Mentoring Survey 
Rate the following statements:  
(5) strongly agree (4) agree (3) disagree (2) strongly disagree (1) unsure 
(It is important to think of principals, assistant principals, or teachers in general and not 
any one individual in particular.)  
1. __ Mentoring is an important part of new teacher induction programs. 
2. __ Most teachers leave the profession because they feel unsupported.  
3. __ Mentors see the value of mentoring to their own professional growth. 
4. __New teachers leave the profession because they are deficient in subject area. 
5. __The most experienced teachers are always the best mentors.  
6. __ Principal training prepares one to assess the needs of new teachers. 
7. __ Mentors should not perform evaluation assessments on novice teachers. 
8. __ Principals receive training to model mentoring and can act as mentors. 
9.  __ Principals are informed about technology resources available to new teachers. 
10.  __ Teacher recruitment has a significant impact upon school budgets. 
Rate the following statements:   
(5) always (4) usually (3) sometimes (2) rarely (1) never 
 
(It is important to think of typical practices within your school district, not atypical 
behavior within your district nor practices in other districts.) 
 
11. __Confidentiality is encouraged between mentors and novice teachers. 
12. __ Mentors and inductees are matched according to subject area. 
13.  __ Mentoring teachers receive specialized training in mentoring. 
14.  __ Mentor selection is based upon which faculty members are the most nurturing. 
15.  __ Mentoring programs have set guidelines and required contact meetings. 
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16. __ Mentors receive follow-up training in mentoring. 
17. __ Mentoring participants submit evaluation surveys of the program. 
18.  __ Feedback is used to make changes in the mentoring program. 
19. __ Record keeping of contacts between mentoring participants is required.   
20. __ A mentor is reassigned if mentoring participants have irresolvable conflicts. 
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Appendix D: Informed Consent Form 
 
Mentoring Programs: Key Differences in Support for Beginning Teachers 
 
Virginia E. Fick 
Liberty University 
Education Leadership  
 
Dear Educator: 
 
 You are invited to be in a research study concerning the differences in support for 
beginning teachers in Virginia public school mentoring programs.  You were selected as a 
possible participant because your school district has been identified by public records as having 
either very low or high teacher attrition.  We ask that you read this form and ask any questions 
you may have before agreeing to be in the study.  This study is being conducted by Virginia E. 
Fick with Liberty University’s Education Leadership Department. 
 The purpose of this study is to measure the effect that leadership and program 
evaluation have upon new teacher mentoring program.  Teacher turn-over is a major problem 
nationwide, and the cost to school districts in both academic achievement and financial 
expenses is alarming.  
 If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following: participate in a 
twenty-question online survey.  Your answers will be compiled with other respondents of your 
designated group, and no individual’s responses are ever identifiable.   
 In any type of research there are risks, but also benefits.  Since no individual in the study 
will be named and all answers to the survey have no personal identification markers, the 
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participant should encounter no more risk than what is normal in everyday life.  Although no 
individual will receive monetary compensation, the participant will have the satisfaction of 
contributing to greater educational knowledge which could ultimately benefit students and their 
community.  
 Confidentiality of information will be carefully maintained, and the records of this study 
will be kept private.  The publication of a dissertation will not include any information that 
would make it possible to identify a participant.  Research records will be stored securely; only 
researchers will have access to the records, and records will be destroyed after three years. 
 Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will 
not affect your current or future relations with the Liberty University or Virginia Public Schools.  
If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time 
without affecting those relationships.  
 I encouraged you to contact me at 804-785-2203 or at vefick@liberty.edu, or you may 
contact my faculty advisor, Christopher Shon at cshon@liberty.edu if you have any questions or 
concerns regarding this study.  In addition, if you would like to talk to someone other than this 
researcher, contact the Human Subject Office, 1971 University Blvd, Suite 2400, Lynchburg, VA 
24502 or email at irb@liberty.edu. 
 Please keep a copy of this form.  There is nothing for you to return or sign since your 
participation in the study acknowledges your informed consent.  Thank you for your help in this 
matter. 
Sincerely, 
Virginia E. Fick  
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Appendix E: Participant Letter 
 
Dear Administrator: 
  
I wish to obtain your participation in joining your district’s principals 
and assistant principals in a survey concerning school mentoring 
programs. Your district is one of twenty-five that was selected based 
on teacher attrition rates.  
 
A very brief survey will be conducted through a web site called 
SurveyMonkey, and this site is encrypted. All responses are 
anonymous and will further educational research. Follow this [link] or 
paste it into the address bar of your internet browser.  
 
Your district’s superintendent has reviewed the survey and has given 
permission for you to participate. However, all responses are strictly 
voluntary.  You are under no compulsion to take the survey, but I 
hope you will give me five minutes of your time.  Either way, I want to 
thank you for all you do in the lives of Virginia’s students.  
 
Attached is a standard informed consent form for you to review. 
  
Many thanks, 
  
Virginia Fick 
Liberty University 
PhD  candidate 
 
 
